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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE OF TH: STUDY 
As stated in the agreement between Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporstion and the Metropolitan Toronto Housing 
Authority: 
ty... the Housing Authority will .... undertake a study to examine and 
assesst— 
(a) the type of families that obtain public housing accommodation in the 
Metropolitan Toronto area, 
(b) the rate of turndown of applicants and the reasons for refusal of 
accommocation. 
(c) the location of families that either leave such public housing 
accommodation or that refuse such accommodation. 
(ad) the length of time during which families remain in public housine 
accommocation and their reasons for leaving, 
(e) the socisl implications of families that have left public housing 


volunterily as compared to tose who have been evicted or that left without notice." 


Although generally speaking the focus of this study is fairly represented 
in the quoted statement it became obvious that some of the points were expanded 
while others were given less emphasis. For example, for the purposes of this 
study public housing families will be described and evaluated on such besis as 
family size and composition, familv income, etc. The same will be true of 
evicted and "skip-out" families, These types of families proved hard to find 


and hard to interview when found, 


On the other hand as the study progressed it anpeared that valueble 


b 
data ware being obtained regarding the opinion of former tenants and their attitude 
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towards public housing. Thus a sreater emphasis was placed on evaluating the 


social implications of families who left public housing, 


Behind the specific purpose of evaluating the different stated aspects 
of public housing was a desire to understand the kinc of communities present 
public housing policy is producing. For example the mobility of people living 
in public housing is of prime importance to the administration as well as to the 
people themselves. So is their attitude towards public housing and its effect 
upon this mobility. Also if the Authority can become aware of the attitudes of 
applicent families towards public housing communities the value of these communi- 


ties can be better assessed, 


Research in this perticular field in Cansda is limited, To the knowledge 
of this Housing Authority Dr. Albert Rose's study into some of the possible re- 
habilitative effects of public housing in his book "REGENT PARK" has been the only 
one pubLishea (1? Occasionally articles have been printed in various journals but 
these have been based mostlv upon subjective opinion and not upon "objective 
research", Dr. Rose and the students of the School of Social ‘fork at the Univer- 


sity of Toronto cid some further research into Regent Park South in 1959 but in 


recent years very little has been added to the picture, 


Another factor which has lLimitec resesrch and study in this field has 
been the apparent lack of real interest in the procuction of public housing in 
this country. Since 1949 the total production of subsidized low rental housing 
has numbered approximately 6,0CC units in all of Canada or annually a production 
of somewhat better than 600 units. As the production of all housing units since 
1946 has exceeded 1-2 million less than 4 of one percent of this production has 


been subsidized low rental units. 


(1) Albert Rose: Regent Park: A studv in Slum Clearances Toronto: University 
of Toronto Press, 1958. 
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Until the Metropolitan Toronto Housing Authority programme became Large 
enough to feel it could carry a full time Research Officer no local Authority in 
Canada felt its programme was large enough to warrant the production of research 


studies, 


Another purpose of these studies was to prove or disprove the judgments 
about public housing communities which have arisen over the years of operation, 
For example, the Authority feels that large concentrations of public housing only 
serve to create an imege and feeling of segrecation among its tenants and the 
general citizenry. This is a subjective judgment based unon experience, It is 
also one reason why the Authority wishes to look on its experience objectively 


to verify or disprove its contention, 


To Gate Canadian practice in the edministration and operstion of public 
housing has been based upon experience elsewhere, ‘Je have looked to other 
countries and adopted what appeared to work and attempted to avoid their mistakes. 
Inevitably we heve come to realize that the Canadian experience is different enowgh 


to warrant our making decisions based upon what holds true here, 


This is not to argue that the experience in other countries is not rele- 
vant. Obviously much can be learned from this experience. But as vet we heve 
very little objective data on Cansdian experience to compare with foreigm exper- 


ience in order to measure even the derree of difference that does exist. 


Thus another purpose of public housing research in Canada emerges, ‘le 
should develop ovr own body of knowledge in order to be able to compare it with 
experience elsewhere so that we can measure the degree of similarity and difference. 


“We might then be better able to assess foreign experience and apply it to our om, 
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In a small way the research which went into their studv mrks a sterting 
point. This research marks the beginning of the building up of 2 body of knowledge 
based upon Canadian Housing Authority experience so that we can continuously 
evaluate that experience, Dy developing this knowledge we may be better eouipped 
to build better communities with public housing. “Je also hope that we may leern 
and develop better technioues of producing, designing, administering and maintaining 


the public housing of the future. 


Finally just to know and do ere not ends in themselves, The final evaluation 
must be whether public housing is answering a need of many Canadians. If we can 
learn whether or not it does and how better may answer the need then this small 


beginning will answer its greatest purpose. 


Method 

Early in its history as an orgenization the Metropolitan Toronto Housing 
Authority set up a statistical card system in order to have a record of each 
family housed in the mhlic housing dvellings under its administration, As a result 
information as to family composition end size, family income, source of income, 
municipality of employment end residence, rent paid in the public housing is kept, 
The system used is a card punch system which is kept up to date on a monthlv basis, 
The Authority's lease with its tenents is on a monthly basis and changes in income 
and family size hve to be reported to the Authority by the tenants. This gives 
an up to date picture of the families living in public housing. On the other hand 
as the punch cards have no built in "memory" the past history of the family cannot 
be kept. These cards, one for each family are retained after a family moves owt. 
Thus the Authority has a record of the family as it was when it left the public 


housing units. 
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Having these cards available meant thet this studv has a record of the kind 
of families that live in the project as well as those that left, As well cards 
are kept of families applying to the Housing Authority for accommod-tion but only 
as long as they are active and interested. Once a family refuses accommodation 
the statistical card is cestroyved, Fortunately their file is kept along with 


their last known address, 


Because this study interested itself in the satisfactions and dissatis- 
factions of families living in public housing it was decided to concentrate upon 
those families who moved out. It was felt that they might more readily reveal 
those satisfactions and dissatisfactions once they were no longer tenants of the 
Authority. 

Early in the study experience, it became obvious that an interview process 
was necessary. This was the only way possible to pet at whet tenants and ex-tenants 
liked or disliked about public housing, The statistical cards only five the bare 
skeleton of the facts of familv life. As we were interested in what they felt it 
was necessary to interview these families, Also 7s the interest of the research 
began to focus more on the ex-tenants of the Authority, it became obvious that 
a personal interview was necess-ry, not only to get their views, but to objectively 


assess their accommodation, 


The first approach to the development of an interview schedule ended in 
the production of a highly structured schedule. The respondents were to answer 
a number of questions directly, by which means it was felt that their satisf-ctions 
and/or dissatisfactions would appear. However, it became obvious that this method 
would not be able to get at the intensity of feeling which interested the research 
group. As well, answers would be forced in areas where the respondent had no 


real interest. 
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Finally a partly structured but largely unstructured interview schedule 
was devised, However, before this occurred a completely un- 
structured interview form was tried, It was found that certain key 
questions had to be asked to elicit responses in the area of satisfaction and dis-— 
satisfaction and these were inserted in the-interview. Direct questions were asked 


re: transportation, shopping, recreation facilities for children, rules and regula-— 


tions and rent, 


Attitudes about friends in the public housing projects, neighbors and 
children seem to be expressed when the respondent was asked what he liked or dis- 
liked about the public housing project. Other attitudes towards management and 
the neighborhood csme out when ouestions were asked about whether living in public 
housing helped them, or whether they would recommend public housing to families in 


Similar circumstances to theirs, Strict structuring did not seem at all necessary, 


The interview schedule for families who refused housings 
began as a largely unstructured schedule and remained that way as interviewing 


experience seemed to elicit responses that could be tabulated and measured, 


With the emphasis placed upon the interview method the choice of inter 
viewers became important. It was hoped to obtain persons with extensive inter- 
viewing skills particularly from the field of sociology and social work, It 
became obvious that skilled and practiced interviewers were not available as 
they were emploved elsewhere. University students in the fields of sociel work 
and sociology were the next obvious source of interviewers, Two undergraduates 


from the Department of Sociology of the University of Toronto were hired, 


At first, discussion of the schedvle and then of the actual interviews 


took place between the Research Officer and the interviewers. It wes during this 


+n atiees: aes ae ar a Gbenis ow 1 
<efb tar nottonveline to seve add at atenegest thobrs 6} mits of ot 8 
beige’ cur Cicbldedun dsou0 Zutensdn’ wt nb belabens, Gime rat 


<hfimet buss to fs i (netht ids 9 Jat eetfifton? dnttesroor ssuireei guct ten 


Ve. 
wor 


bas ciolvgied cetsetos: diteved stftey itt af etweted Alot sabosinte 


welh 10 fet! sr Jew Fytel es alse I598 IN aS" acd a he TISAI Sidied me3a. binnee 


bis seeps pbunyod nab iideeitedsy lisokote aioe sBamy sad tuoddig. bor. 
a 


of fain nk andy?! weidedw duce fooler o16y elicflasor aodw tad te 


i . 2 . ~~ . 4 * * wee . 

ni eH Toe t of anbewet obfduq turseecoer Sfuow vats psctenw to bac orf 

af zatfing! of 5A (1 obfdeq busgens emoiy Saqiot 9 

Ni gly ie P ‘i Sete - Ee . - - . - 7 
e¥umnesooa ffs ge mapa tou bib gatqvtsirtte softee Vevterd of esonetamverho Selints 


rida beaut "1 ott -_ ELtmat ‘10% aluborice wobrintat oeT 


Siiwoivitetal es tew 39°! bontare1 bas olobedss betadoiiteny. yieatel 2 86 coms 


Jbecumeen base bSodafaodat ed bres. tadd 26EKoweoet Ttotls of hanowe anim kreaxs 


Say Sr a play’ in wid Mecutdae voivrcdat sad wes heoghy eteedams od see 

aaa ? ae tess nthe RipOP LON ‘i nico of Sago Sew JF »tiadtogint eraned prions i 
st Swen feiss beta Yaolotse a % hiett rat mors wleraloot te alfite natweit 
es pitarhes 8 teii wide Rrsvetvto dit hon ttpady hin beLfbye tude ssiodvde eros 


Maem fetoee to ehlelt eve ai edashute —tietey fall -oververt: buvoltms otew 


” 
Lt 


we” 


deutber isibow ont? sosorebrisdix Lo08 
| ae Seri orien? ottionet to <hertey tnt sdf ‘to mefolsa: ‘to hinatinyed. oe ae 
va. s eastvaedit Inudos sc2 Ye ner bis Sled ioe Sift to solabieeks eo is 
ed tee Satin om i “ wie Hirodiit ot Site eoltis iex#se0%1 ort asinaded 82 
4 f | om 


| “ 
Ds 


somoe srotyio dzon ond Stew Yao. ots 


ak a 
time that the schedules were modified to elicit more direct responses, The two 
students developed interviewing skills rapidly and soon could be left more on their 


own and weekly reviews of the interviews became the rule. 


As the interviewing tool became more refined the auestion of the s=mple 
occupied the research teams mind, Although forwarding addresses for many of the 
move-out tenants were availeble, this was not true in all cases. In order to 
develop a wider universe - move-outs in the vears 1960 and 1961 were used. This 
meant that perticularlv in the 1960 move-outs, even the forwarding addresses were 
out of date. shat finally henpened wes that all move-outs that could be found 
were interviewed and these were then compared to the total universe of move-outs 
to see if they agreed in the areas of familv size and composition, income and 
municipality of origin before moving into the public housing projects. These 


criteria were used to test the validity of the sample. 


The years 1960-1961 were also used in setting up the total universe for 
families who had refused public housing. Here the last known address was used 
to find the families. Once more all families that could be found were interviewed 
and the validity of the semple tested accordingly to family size and compositim 


and family income although this latter was difficult to obtain, 


During the years 1960-1961 the Authority had under its administration two 
housing projects South Regent Park and Lawrence Heights, South Regent Park is 
located on a downtown redevelopment site. It consists of 732 housing units of 
which 479 are in 5 fourteen storey elevator buildings and the remaining 253 
units are row houses. Some of the tenants of this project lived in the area 
prior to redevelopment. The minimum shelter rent charged st the time of the 


study was “30 per month, The maximum income at that time wes %450C per annum, 
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Lawrence Heights, on the other hand consisted of 1C€43 housing units, Five 
hundred and seventy nine of these units were located in walk up apartments, while 
the remaining 461, units were in row, and semi-detached houses, The project is 
located in a suburban area and it was erected on vacant land. As well the minimum 
shelter rent was set at %48 per month and the maximum income at #5400. Unlike 
South Regent Park which is surrounded by old houses, many in need of redevelopment 
or rehabilitation, Lawrence Heights is surrounded by subdivisions built since 1945 


containing families with middle class incomes. 


Because of this disparity in situetion, design, and environment, it was 
decided to look at the tenants and ex-tenants sepprately with an eve to the com 
parison of data betveen the housing projects. On the other hand because applica- 
tions are mede only to the Metropolitan Toronto Housing Authority itself, and the 
location cesires of the anplicant families sre not alvays indicsted, the applicants 


were treated as one group, 


After the interviews were completed the basic information for each family 
interviewed was recorded, The size of the family wes indicated as was the type 
of present accommocation, The neighborhood and present housing were graded -s 
to the condition of the structures, Also recorded was the length of time the 


family stayed in the housing projects, 


As the families! housing situation had been estimated before moving in to 
the public housing their present housing was compared with their former housing 
before moving into the project. ‘hether or not they moved back to the geogr? phic 
area they resided in before public housing was noted. By this method some messure— 
ment of the improvement or lack of improvement in the housing occupied by the 


family after its public housing experience could be made, 
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The family attitude towards, community fecilities such as, transportation, 
shopping in the housing vroject wes rated. As well en attempt was made to grede 
the family feelines from most positive to most negetive in a veriety of areas. 


The areas were:-— 


us Facilities for children 

ae Rent scheme ; 

ep Attitudes towards children and teenagers. 

hie! Social environment with emph*sis on bringing up children 
or Possibility of advancement 

6, Friends in the project 

im Rules and regulations 

8. Attitude towards control by Authority 

9. Consciousness of class cifference 

LOS Opinions re public housing accommodation 

log Attitude towards houses versus apartments 

y Wa Attitudes towerds public housing 
133 Opinions about project other than the one family Lived in 


The scale used was developed by trial and error and an effort was made 


to arrive at a scale into which most answers could be fitted easily. 


There was no effort made to bend the answer to fit the scale and the 
Research Officer and the two interviewers had to agree before any rrading was 
carried out. 

The tabuletion of the data on families who refused public housing wes 
based upon the direct statements of the respondents and no intensity scale was 
established. However, 211 the reasons given were tabulated but with no effort 


to measure which reeson was of prime importance in each individual case. 


| aber ot aie aw: said wi Ste me 


= bie 
oe 
saeste to plebt-y oc at oviseqat apa of pres deont : 


Ph 


a, @ 
9 ire 
» 


goxsmuiied bag moth: tive abic: Peg - 

asahrtas dv asiiiie’ uo elexdgne #aiv soremaiceyie 
tuamsouevie fo gee 

toopom oft ab ahishyd 

miotvatcges Aye satin 


i 
ettrotied vw Lontact etrneet ghusigds — QF 
gombws Pith weaxle, hi eawntiretenay oh 
qonien mergtur jase ba a4 < marebsad Os 
athe ty Aye gierey gaeued Shtsuof sbOtEtIN, el 
wilted ofickn sta sod eoterg bah: ant 
dt BREED ehhu rt ano Sad et) etl Shaker: doote annkitg0 Gee ay 


Siiact @Aw danke pe beak tote Sur fattd edt bogel veh sew hese atane ont bil ¥ 


. t ‘ ‘s ry > re a : = * i ire hah ‘ 4 
setbbae bedtit oc finn @xowena teon doldw odnl sface 6 ds eviTrs © } 


; 5 

(f Siik o Shae 64d NET oF Seranin 94¢ Soot AP shee feels cn ae ng 
. . ° 7 > ' A on pee = 
Batt sue. atekn? sctimao of Set emis hteURt Ova act-ban sant TR foeaeor 
sito baPa ch 

Y oe 

etw. aitzaved otic Beeler ob totl best no of*0 @22 to nokesliet ad oat 
; _ . aes be ’ 

®iw etose vétenetad ot bor adabaolae eff to trmx-adrte Toei eff Adee bene 
MoTte on (diw gat botolrdet etow evi; anova. Sd) Lic gravewol  phsdeiittes 


weeks faubivitut fom at esaaticgmt emia] Wi sar aoetat (eli @aigeen GF 


Oe 

CHAPTER IIT: RELIABILITY OF DATA 

Because the sampling process was based strictly upon the families that 
could be found the reliability of the data obteined is open to ovestion. In order 
to test the sample of move-out families it was compared to the total universe in 
three areas which were felt to be vital to the basic issues of a family reaction 


to public housing. 


In the first place, the sample was compared to the total move out popula = 
tion's family income. The Authority records were kept in the following income 


rm) 


categories on a monthly basis, Up to 0199, %2CC - %2h9, %250 - %299, *300 — %349, 
$350 up. These categories were used in comparing familv income, It was found 
that the semple averare income was 4301 while that of the tot-l universe was “299, 
The median fell. into the lower end of the “300 - “319 for the sample and while 
the upper end of 3250 - “299 for the total universe. Because of the rather gross 
breakdown used it is felt that the median difference is not too significant. The 
close relationship between the mean income of the samnle families and the mean 
income of all move-out families would indicate that in the area of income the 


sample families ere revresentative of those families that move out of the public 


housing projects. 


With respect to size of family, the average size of the move-out family 
was 4.5 persons. The average size of the sampole families wes 4.67. It is evident 
that all families we were able to interview were somewhat larger in size than the 
total universe. ‘hile the difference might have some significance the difference 


does not seem large enough to challenre the validity of the s»mple, 


As fer as municipality of origin was concerned the semple families repre- 


sented the thirteen Metropolitan Toronto .imicipalities »s did the total universe, 
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There would appear to be no more reason for the sample families to move out and 
return to former neighborhoods, Whatever "homing" instinct ~icht return a family 
to its former base of operstion should apply es much to the sample families as to 


the total universe of move-outs, 


One other point should be made and thet is that the sample families repre-— 
sent only those families who voluntarily moved out following the giving of proper 
notice. It was impossible to trace the "skip-out" families. To find the families 
who were evicted was also difficult. #hen they were found, interviewing wes vir- 


tually impossible, 


Bearing this in mind it would appear that the sample femilies fairly re-— 
presents the opinion of those femilies who voluntarily left the housing vrojects 
provided of course the number interviewed wes large enough. The semple families 
are somewhat larger on the average than the total families and some weight must 
be given this fector. Also it is evicent that the sample families ere somewhat 
less mobile than all the move-out families as thev were found by our interviewers, 
It is possible that they contain a larger percentage of home owners than occurs 
in the total universe, This lesser mobility mst be taken into account when 


analvzging the data, 


The number of interviews carried out with those tenents who voluntarily 
moved out represented 42.8% of the total number in the Levwrence Heights protect 
and 39.7% of the South Regent Park universe or 40.5% of the number of families 


who moved out of the two projects in the yecrs 1960-1961. 


There is little doutt that the size of the sample makes the results repre— 
sentative of the opinions of all the families who voluntarily moved out. It is 


possible that the ex-tenants who became home owners when they left the project 
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are somewhat oversrepresented in the sample. This might mean that a greater dis- 
setisfaction with project life was found then wes general in the total universe 


if the assumption that these families were more "upward striving" is correct, 


It should be stated that the satisfactions and dissatisfections found 
among the families who voluntarily left, might not be indicative of the attitudes 
of those who stayed in public housing. However, while those who remain might do 
so because they lacked the financial means to move out, it might also mean that 


they were more satisfied with their surroundings than those who left. 


a) 


Having regard to the deta collected for families who refused housing the 
size of the sample, he abe would seem to indicste the veliditv of the results. 
Again it should be pointed out that the less mobile families were found and this 
must be taken into account, However, in gerieral the reasons that these families 
gave for refusing an offer of pu’ lic housing should he velid and applicable to 


Authority experience in the future, 
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CHAPTER IV: liOVi OUT RATES IN PUBLIC HOUSING 

When discussing mobility retes in the two housing projects under the juris- 
diction of the Metropoliten Toronto Housing Authority, we are handicapped by a 
lack of relevant data not only for this area but for all of Canada. Some pertinent 
data may be found from experience in the United States and it appears that experience 
in Canada is generally comparable to that in the United States particularly in 
large urban ereas. In a general way the following seems applicable:- 

"How much mobility is there? About one person in every five shifts re- 

Sidence over a year's time. About three quarters of our urban citizens were 
living in places in which they did not reside in 19L0. America's city dwellers 


1) 


change their housing it seems, almost as often as they change their cars," 


It would appear if Canadian experience followed American, and it seems 
to do so, that about 20% of the population move every vear, The fact that just 
75% of families h-d changed residence in ten years indicates that some families 


must move many times to make up for those who do not move at all. 


The same study indicetes that mobility can be increased under certain 


circumstances, 


",.... The findings of this study indicate the major function of mobility 
to be the process by which families adjust their housing to the housing needs 
that are generated by the shifts in family composition that accompeny life cycle 


changes. 


(1) Peter H. Rossi: “hy Families Move; A studv in the Social Psychology of 
Urben Residentisl Mobility; Glencoe, The Free Press,1955. PL. 
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Mobility is the greatest in the period when families re experiencing 
greatest growth, Most of the moves made by a family take place within a decade 
after its formation, Young families, especially those who have just 2dded to 
their members, are those who are most likelv to move, ‘shen such families find 
their housing inadecuate to the demands generated by these shifts in composition, 


(1) 


they are especially likely to move," 


One other factor about mobility should be meiitioned before an estimate is 


made of the mobility of the residents in the Housing Authority's two projects, 


Mlithout exception previous residential mobility studies have shown that 
renters are considerably more mobile than owners, So firmly established was this 
relationship that tenure was used as a major criterion in the selection of study 
areas, and the findings ... indicate the reliability of this criterion. 

sees rhe relationship between tenure and mobility potential ... is very 


a 
high, Few owners are mobile and few tenants are stable," (2) 


This study goes on to state:-— 

"In short, renters often exvress a moving inclination when they are satis-— 
fied and overwhelmingly so when they ere dissatisfied. Owners rarely express a 
desire to move when setisfiec and also when dissatisfied seem reluctant to cry- 


(3) 


stallize the dissetisfection into a desire to move" 


It would apneer that Americans have a very high mobilitv rate with the 


most mobile families being the vounser ones with a srowing number of children. 


(1) ibid P, 9 
(2) ibid P,68-69 
(3) ibid P. 89 
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Aliso, families who are renting accommodation appear to show a greater tendency to 
move than owner families, This description of young families with a growing number 


of children who are renting, fits the picture of families living in public housing. 


One should expect a higher mobility rate in public housing projects if they 
are affected by the general pattern of mobility. The Public Housing Administra-— 
tion in the United States in its study on mobility patterns in public housing in 


that country, has this to say. 


" Public housing move-outs sre events by no means isolated from the wider 
content of urban, metropoliten or regional patterus of living. Public housing 
tenants are subject to the same general conditions as affect all the people of 
a locality. Consecuently, move-out rates for public housing in the cities vary 
in much the same manner es mobilitv petterns characteristic of the whole popuvla- 


(1) 


tion in each of the several cities and regions," 


Mobility is also affected by the economic climate of the area and country 


and the amount of housing available on the private market, 


"Economic change has a direct effect upon the move-out rate in public 
housing. At the end of Yorlc “lar II the public housing rate nationally was 13% a 
year. This low level resulted primerilv from the housing shortage which was per- 


ticularly acute for low income families." 


"As more housing beccme availrble and incomes increased the public housing 


move-out rate also increased. By 1949 it stood st 23).: it reached a high of 22% 


bated 


in 1954, but has since declined slightly," 


(1) Public Housing Administration: Mobility & Motivations ... survey of families 
moving from low rent housing, “lashington 1958. P.2. 
(2) ibid P. ka 
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If this experience can be transferred to iletropolitan Toronto in 1960 — 1%1, 
it would appear that the rate of move-outs should be ouite high. The Metropolitan 
Toronto area is and was one of high mobility as the buildeup in populetion in the 
suburss indicates, it is also an area where a surplus number of housing units 
appear to have been built over the past few years as the ferowing vacancy rate in 
privately built apartmentsand the slowness in the resale of houses would indicste, 
These facts would seem to add to the potential mobility of a population composed 


mainly of young families with a growing number of childrer and who are renting. 


What in fact hes been the picture? In 1960 and 1961 we might have expected 
about 416 move-outs from the Ey a ee project and 292 from the South Regent 
Park project if the estimate that 20% of all the families would move out was valid, 
Indeed with the special properties of pu’ lic housing families a higher percentage 


of move-outs micht be expected, 


In fact in 1960 - 173 families moved out of Lawrei.ce Heights and 119 out 


& 


of South Regent Park, Expressed in a percentage per annum these figures represent 
a substantially lesser percentage than might heve been expected. It should elso 
be pointed out that a number of these families were forced to move for a variety 
of reasons such es arrears of rent, for social misbehaviour, (1) so that the per— 
centage of families who moved volunt2rily in the project would be somewhat less 


e.g, 12% in Lawrence Heights instead of 16.5% and 10.8% in South Regent Park 


instead of 16.2%. 


As a separate section of this report will deal with those femilies who in- 
voluntarily left or were forced out of the housings projects, the rest of this 


chapter on mobility will deal with the families who moved volunterily. 


(1) Family who "skipped out" without notifying the Authority are included in this 
category as being forced to move because of arrears of rent, 
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a Yt 
In the South Regent Perk project families who moved out voluntarily were 
Somewhat smaller in number than the average femilv in the project being 5.1 persons 
as against 5.4 persons: on the other hand the average family income of the families 
who left was higher than the average of the families in the project being “292 per 
month against a project average of #267 per month. As well 21% of these families 
came originally from the suburbs instead of the 15% of all project families who 


came from the suburbs, 


In the Lawrence Heights project the family size of those families who moved 
out was somewhat less than the averare of that project (1.2 persons compared to 
4.4). The average incomes were more compsreble, being “293 to $295 per month. 
4s far as Municipality of origin was concerned it was almost exactly representative, 
About 5C% of the move-out families come from the Citv of Toronto which wes the 


seme percentage thet held for the total project, 


It would appear that voluntary move-outs from the projects were typical 
when compared to the mobile femilies in the other sectors of the housing market, 
They were large although not as large as the average familv, Generally speeking, 
they had larger incomes than many of the families in the projects. However, the 


mobility rate is still low when compared to the rest of the country. 


There ere probably three answers at lesst to this low rate of movement. 


Mr. Rossi in his study makes the following point:- 


"The substantive findings stress space reouirements as the most important 


(1) 


of the needs generated bv life eycle changes". 


(1) Rossi: op cet P. 178 
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In other words 2s the fomily increases it recuires more space as it decreases 
it reouires less space. Certainly the need for more room causes a great deal of 


the moving in the general population. 


In public housing particule*rly in Metropolitan Toronto an effort has always 
been made by management to fit the unit to the family. In other words as the 


family grows in number generally so does the size of the housing unit, 


As the family decreases in number so does the housing unit. As well, as 
children grow older and reouire separate bedrooms because of the distribution of 
the children by sex the maiuegement endeavours to find a proper size unit for the 
family. The low rate of mobilitv in the project is in pert a reflection of the 


management ability to carry this process through. 


It must be stated here that in discussing vrove-ovt rete and mohilitv, data 
are only aveileble on families who moved out of the project. If internal moves 
were talen into account where families have been moved into housing wits of a 
proper size the mobility rate would pro»ably increase to at lesst the average rate 
for the Metropolitan Toronto area. However, move-outs from the public housing 
neighborhood have been smell particularly when commred to experience in the 


United Stetes, 


Again in his study on mobility Mr. Rossi states:- 

"Households which turned ovt to be unexpected stayers were on the whole held 
back from the fulfillment of their intentions by their inability to find new housing 
eee The scarcity of opportunities for large families of moderate income prevented 


(1) 


such families from realizing their plans." 


(1) ibid P, 120 
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In other words as long as there is a scarcity of housing for large families 
at a price they can afford even those families thet went to move out of public 


housing and purchase or rent in the priv-te market will be unsble to do so, 


It would appear that the mobility of the families in public housing in this 
country hes been kept et a lower than average rate primerily because there is no 
reasonable alternative availeble for them in the privete market, The rete hes 
also been kept low because nowhcre else can the large families find housing that 


will fit their needs more acequately, 


Finally it must be pointed out that the veers 1960 and 1961 represent the 
first two years of complete occunancy of the vrojects, Although some families had 
lived there three to four or more years, most of the families in the projects could 
not have been there more then two veers, It is probable that the move-out rates 
will increase in time but it is likely that they will remain at a lower rate than 
the average because of the lack of reasonable alternatives for low income families 


and the management endeavour to fit the unit to the femily size, 
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CHAPTER V: PUBLIC HOUSING SITUATION & PRESENT HOUSING 

This chapter will deal with tenant families that voluntarily moved out of 
the housing projects as well as the type of housing and neighborhood moved into 
by ex-tenants. A comparison will be made with all public housing experience, 
and experience after leaving public housing. Finally a comparison will be 
made in all these aspects between the Lawrence Heights housine project and the 
South Regent Park project, 

Before entering into this analysis it must be pointed out once more that 
the sample families interviewed by the research staff probably present a 
slightly atypicel picture. It is true the total sample represents40.5% of 
all voluntary move-out femilies in the years 1960-1961, being made up of 9.74 
of the South Regent Park families and 42.8% of the Lewrence Heights families. 
Also it is true that sampling technioues indicate that this size of sample 
chosen on e random basis can be considered representative of the total universe. 
However, it must be pointed out thet the interviewing method probably found the 
least mobile families of those that left the project and this must be kept in 
mind throughout the remaining chapters of this study. 

APARTMENT AND HOUSE NOVE-OUTS AND FAMILY SIZE 


TABLE 1l2:—- PORCENTAGS OF FAMILIES MOVING OUT FROM APARTMEITS AND HOUS3S, BY PROJECT. 


Lawrence Heights 


f 

Type of Unit (1) | South Regent Park 
{ 
| 


| 
| 
| % of all Units| % Move-Outs | % of all Units; % Move-Outs 
j i 


Apartment 556) Tie 


65.4 | 1Oek 


Row, Semi-Detached 
Houses 
ae eee: (ae ee omen CN eee 
(1) In 1960-61, South Regent Park had 479 apartment units in 5-1). storey elevator 
buildings and 253 row houses. Lawrence Heights had 579 apartment units in 
walk-up buildings and 420 row houses end AL semi-detached houses. 
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In both cases the percentage of move-out families from apartment buildings 
was Significantly greater than the percentage of that type of unit in the Project, 
being 4.7% more in South Regent Park and 15.8% more in Lawrence Heights, These 
data would seem to indicate,perhaps not surprisingly,that the apartment dwellers 


tended to be more likely to move than house occupiers, 


The fact that the larger families on low income are less likely to be 
able to find accommocstion suitable to their needs ontsice the project than 
the smaller families who occupy the anartments, explains the surprising larger 
percentare of apartment move-outs in Lawrence Heirchts compearec to South Rerent 
Park, The Authority's experience would indictte that hich rise elevator anart- 
ment buildings are somewhat less satisfactory to live in than the walk-up 
apartments in Lawrence Eeights, yet to a degree these data would negate this 
feeling. However, the apartments in South Regent Park are larger in size than 
in Lawrence Heights, The average bedroom count in Regent Park is 2.29, in 
Lawrence Heights, 1.81. It is likelv that the larger families in South Regent 
Park could not find satisfactory alternztive accommodstion elsewhere than the 


smaller families in Lawrence Heights and, therefore, they tend to stay. 


This is apparent from the greater voluntary move-out rate in Lawrence 
Heights. Ability to find other accommodation at a reasonable rate affects the 


decision to move. 


The fact that family size has a bearing on abilitv to move is borne out 
by the fact that the average size of families in the sample was 5,1 in South 
Regent Park and 4../, in Lawrence Heirhts. This is less than the average size 
family in South Regent Park which was 5,5 and the same as the average size 


family in Lawrence lJeights, This lower average in Lawrence Heights partly 
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accounts for the greater move-out rete in the project compared to Regent Park. 
The lower average family size in the South Regent Park sample to reinforce the 
hypotheses that larger families found it more difficult to find suitable 


accommodation outside public housing. 


Another factor which contributed to the move-out of the sample families 
was the size of their income. In South Regent Park this was {293.00 per month 
and in Lawrence Heights about $305.00 per month. Both these figures are 
substantially above the average for the projects concerned. Undoubtedly as 


income increases, families are more capable of finding housing elsewhere. 


Further, with respect to family size in both Projects, the sample 
families who voluntarily moved out show an increase in sverege family size 
during their stay in public housing. In South Regent Park they increased from 
4.96 persons to 5.18 persons and in Lawrence Heights from 4.2 persons to 4.4 
persons. These data would indicate several things: 1. they reinforce the 
experience of the Housing Authority that there is a natural growth in population 
after families occupy public housing, and 2. generally speaking the families 
who move into public housing are still voung enough to continue to produce 
children. The problem of an aging population and a decreasing family size is 


not as yet evident in the two projects under consideration. 


The difference in the figures for South Regent Park and Lawrence Heights 
seems to reinforce the concept thet the mobility scale is in reverse proportion 
to the amount of subsidy. South Regent Perk is a fully subsidized project 
while Lawrence Heichts is a pertly subsidized partly full recovery project. As 
long as this difference pertains, coupled with the smaller family size a greater 


move-out rate should be expected from Lawrence Heights. 
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As mentioned earlier, it is probable that the sample families represent 
the less mobile of those families who moved out of the housing projects. This 
seems to be borne out by the figures for mobility before entering public housing. 
The respondents were asked if they had moved 3 great deal before entering public 
housing and the following table seems to be indicative of the mobility of the 


group. 


TABLE 2:— MOBILITY OF SAMPLE MOVE-OUT FAMILIES PRIOR TO ENTERING PUBLIC HOUSING 


BY PROJECT. 
| | 
Moved a great deal | South Regent Perk ' Lewrence Heights 
| 
YES 22.h% 23.1% 


rs 


It would appear from Table 2 that there was no significant difference 


in the mobility patterns for the housing project in which they were housed. 

In both cases better than three families out of every four felt that they had 
not moved very much before entry into public housing. It would appear that 
the mobility rate of this sample of low income families was less than would 
be expected. These data would reinforce the concept that the sample families 
are less mobile than the total universe of all families who moved out. The 
families who were not interviewed hed either moved so often (or left the ares) 
that they could not be found. As only 3% of the total move-outs stated they 
were leaving the Metropolitan area at the time of move-out it is apparent that 
by far the larger percentage of those who could not be found had moved two or 


more times since leaving the housing projects. 


Another sign of the mobility or lack of mobility of the sample families 
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might be indicated by the length of time they stayed in the housing projects. 
Although both projects were completed end fully occupied by 1960 the first 
families had moved in es early as 1°57 in both cases. Table 3 shows the length 


of stay in public housing of the sample of move-out families. 


TABLES 3:- LENGTH OF STAY OF SAMPLE MOVE~OUT FAMILIES BY PROJECT. 


South Regent Park Lawrence Heights 
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Average No. of Years | Jatt | 2 


Median 
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t would appear that the families who voluntarily moved out of the public 
housing used the projects as a temporary stopping off point until they could 
find accommodation elsewhere, or at lease until they had enough resources to 
move into the private housing sector. On the other hand, it should be pointed 
out that only 10 families or 6.0% of the total sample in both projects, moved 
less than a year after occupying public housing, while 16 or 9.6% of these 
families stayed for 34 years or more. The research team expected a greater 
number of families would stay for less than a year because of the supposed 


mobility of lower income families, 


The difference in average length of stay between the two projects becomes 
more significant as only 1 family or 1.7% of the South Regent Park sample 
moved out in under a year compared to 9 families or 8.3% of the Lawrence Heights 
sample. At the other end of the scale 9 families or 15.5% of the sample stayed 
for more than 33 years in South Regent Park as compared to 7 families or 6.4% 


of the sample in Lawrence Heights. This would appear to reinforce the view that 
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the mobility rate in Lewrence Heights is greater than South Regent Park. 


One word of caution might be mentioned here. South Regent Park was 
fully occupied about one year earlier than Lawrence Feights thus the families 
had a chance to live there longer. It is possible that the length of stay 
of move-out families will increase as the projects get older. On the other 
hand, the mobility rate of Lawrence Heights is reflected in the number of 
families who moved out in less than a year. It is apparently too soon to make 
any final estimate as to whether future move-out rates in the projects will 
increase or decrease, In fact, this may be a futile exercise as the economic 


situation and the cost of housing will obviously affect these rates. 


The income figures and family size figures indicete that the voluntary 
move—out families are generelly smaller than the average public housing family 
and also have more income than the average family. The figures also indicate 
that they represent a large proportion of "whole" families. In South Regent 
Park 82.7% of move-out families are husband-led while in Lewrence Heights 92.6% 
have a male head. It would appear that the "whole" family tends to move rather 


than the "broken" family. 


The Authority by its policy of limiting public assistance cases to 20% 
of total families in South Regent Park and 15% in Lawrence Heights has helped 
to account for the difference in the percentage of "whole" families in Lewrence 


Heights. 


WHAT HAPPENS TO MOVE-OUT FAMILIES? 


— 


One of the first ouestions asked the respondents in this study was 
whether they owned their present accommodation or rented. The following table 


shows the percentage of owners and renters by the project they occupied. 
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TABLE 43- VOLUNTARY MOVE-OUTS STATUS OF PRESENT TENURE Bi .BROQJECT 
PROJSCT RENT ON 
# % iF % 
SOUTH REGINT PARK a O12 a8] 32.8 
LAWRENCE HEIGHTS 66 ol. 42 ao.9 
105 63,3 61 3607 


As can be seen, 61 families or 36.7% of the sample families were buying 
their housing units, However, it must be reiterated here that the automatic 
assumption that 36.7% of all families who voluntarily leave public housing 
purchase their home is not completely correct. The sampling technique used 
would turn up more home owners than pertains throughout the universe as these 


families tend to be somewhat more stable. 


What is also interesting is that a larger percentage of ex-tenants of 
Lawrence Heights purchased homes than South Regent Park. This is probebly to 
be expected because of the larger incomes and smaller families which exist in 


the former project. 
The next subject to be looked at was the type of accommodation occupied. 


TABLE 5:—- TYP® OF ACCOMMODATION OCCUPIED AFTER L®=AVING PUBLIC HOUSING -- By Project. 


a 


TYPE OF ACCOMMODATION SOUTH REGENT PARK LAWRENCE H2IGHTS TOTAL 
# Is # Zé # i 
Room . ee/ 2 ise 7 43 
Flat 4 6.6 ¢ h 3.8 8 4.8 
Apartment 15 2569 36 CEP 51 30.7 
House 3h 58.6 66 61,1 100 60.2 
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It would eppear thet by far the largest number of families (one hundred 
or 60.2% of the sample) moved into houses after they left they housing projects. 
Fifty-one families or 30.7% of the sample moved into apartments and only 9.1% 


or 15 families moved into flats or rooms. 


In comparing the two projects it would appear that South Regent Park 
tenants are somewhat more likely to move into rooms or flets, as 15.3% of the 
move-out families did so compared to the lawrence Heights 5.6%. On the other 


hand, they appear almost as likely to move into houses. 


A comparison of Table 4 and Table 5 indicates that a fairly large 
number of move-out families are finding houses for rent on the private market. 
Thirty-nine families or 23.5% of the total move-out families were renting 
houses. Of these 24 or 22.2% of the Lawrence Heights move-outs were renting 
houses while 15 or 26.2% of the South Regent Park move-outs were renting 


houses. 


Although the type of accommodation occupied after public housing appears 
to indicate an improvement over the pre-public housing accommodation occupied by 
the move-out families the physical condition of the housing occupied might 


verify this assumption. 


TABLE 63— PHYSICAL CONDITION OF HOUSING UNITS OCCUPIED BY MOVE-OUT FAMILIES -- 


By Project. 

CONDITION SOUTH REGENT PARK LAWRENCE HEIGHTS TOTAL 

if % if % # % 
Poor 10 Tf ee Zz Lao 12 Tex 
Fair 13 PeEES 47 1548 30 18.1 
Good 2 3te9 Ab 40.7 66 39.8 
Excellent 12 20,7 L5 Ave a 5 ee 
Unknown (1) : 1.8 -- -- 1 6 


(1) Represents = case where interview was carried out swey from the dwelling unit. 
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Again the majority of families from both projects moved into good or 
excellent accommodation. Of the total samole three out of every four families 
were housed satisfactorily. However, while 58.6% of the Regent Park move-outs 
were housed in good to excellent accommodation, 82.4% of the move-outs from Lawrence 

Heights were housed in accommodation of good or excellent condition. It 
would appear that the families who left Lawrence Heights were better able to 
find suitable accommodation. 

From the previous discussion, it would appear correct to assume that the 
Lawrence Heights families were more likely to have improved their accommodation 
after leaving public housing when compared to what they lived in before. In 
order to look at this assumption more closely 2 movement scale was adopted. 

The housing of families was rated prior to their moving into public housing. 
If this rating could be compared with the rating given the accommodation moved 
into later some measure of improvement or lack of improvement could be arrived 
at. As the Research Officer had helped to develop the rating scale used in 
assessing post move-out accommodation the two scales had a similar base. For 
ease of placement on the movement scale the grades excellent, good, fair and 
poor were used. 


TABLE 7:- MOVEMENT OF VOLUNTARY MOVE-OUTS BY COMPARISON TO PRE-PUBLIC HOUSING 
ACCOMMODATION BY PROJECT. 


Poor to good Poor to fair Excellent 

Fro ject Poor to Feir to air to good Same to good Not 

Excellent Excellent Good to Good to Fair Known 

Excellent Fair to’ Poor 
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It would appear that the vast majority of ex-tenants improved their 
housing by at least one step up the condition ladder. Somewhat better than 
three out of every four families improved their pre-public housing condition 
after moving out of public housing. The figure is slightly smaller for South 
Regent Park than Lawrence Heights but not significantly so. These data indicate 
that in reality the ex-tenents of Lawrence Heights were somewhat better housed 
before entry into public housing than families who lived in the South Regent 
Park project. It is also significant that only one family out of the 152 for 


which data were available went into worse housing in our judgment. 


Certainly this improvement in housing is due to a great extent to an 
easing of the housing shortage. The private market seems better sble to house 
these families. On the other hand, the time spent in public housing gave these 
families ° chance to build up their morale and living standards to the point 


that they were able to take advantage of this situation. 


The study next ettempted to look at the neighborhood in which the 
housing was located. The first proposition examined was whether or not move-out 
families tended to return to the areas they came from. A map of Metropolitan 
Toronto was divided up into a number of areas. These were the same as used by 
the Authority in locating the areas from which applicant families come. If the 
family returned to the same area number than the area was considered to be the 
same. If they returned to the area surrounding this "home" area they were 
considered 2s having returned to a neighboring area. If they returned to the 
same municipality but not the same area or a neighboring ares this was another 
grouping. If they moved generally in the same direction, but in a different 
municipality this established another group. The fifth group used was when 


they moved to a different municipality and 2 different direction. These sectors 
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attempted to measure the attraction of the "home" neighborhood. As a mep of 
Metropolitan Toronto of a scale of 1 inch = .6 miles was divided into 160 
areas the measurement seems fairly fine. If a family moved into e neighboring 
area which happened to be in a different municipality this was still assumed to 


be a neighboring erea. 


TABL2 S:- RATING OF MOVE-OUT FAL ILIZS BY RETURN TO PRE-PUBLIC HOUSING AREA BY 


PROJECT 
Different Different Different 
Pro ject Same Neighboring Area Municipality Municipality Unknown 
Area, Area Same Same Different 
Municipality Direction Direction 
col # 13 13 5 7 16 i 
PARK me eels Peel: 8.6 dee 21n0 6.9 
LAWRENCE # 23 ay 8 14 5 1 
HEIGHTS % 21.3 1547 fe, 12.9 4g Pe) 
it 36 30 ye 21 61 : 
TOTAL = ¢ 21.6 12.0. 7.8 12.7 36.7 ee 


It is interesting to note that 39.7% of the move-out families moved back 
to the same or neighboring areas while 36.7% of the total moved to completely 
different areas in different municipalities. It is also interesting to note 
that about the same ratio from both projects move back to the ereas in which 
they formerly lived. i.e. slightly better than 1 in 5 families. This percentage 
seems somewhat lower than might be expected but is probebly explained by the 
fact that most of the move-out families bettered their housing. It is possible 
that better housing was not available in some of the areas from which these 


families came. 


Conversely better than 1 out of every 3 families moved to a different 
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area in a different municipality. Of significance is the difference between 
the projects. In Lawrence Heights 41.7% moved to different areas while 27.6% 
of the South Regent Park families did so. It would appear that a number of 
the families who moved to Lawrence Heights from the city (ebout 50% of all 
Lawrence Heights families come from the city) tended to find housing in the 


suburbs. 


If movement to the suburbs is a sign of the "upward" striving of families 
and this has been accepted as true by some experts (1) then the families who 
move out of Lawrence Heights seem more upward striving than those from South 
Regent Park. This data reinforces a conclusion which seemed apparent when 


other factors were looked at. 


These data also would indicate that families from the city who vere 
housed in a city located project tend to remain in the more downtown location. 
Fanilies who accept public housing in the suburbs are more likely to remain in 


the suburbs when the: move out. 


The interview data were looked et to estimete whether the new district 
was physically better than the one occupied by these families before public 
housing. A scale of movement was worked out as far as condition of housing was 
concerned. The new suburban neighborhood was considered excellent while the 


old, dilapidated downtown location was more likely to be considered poor. 
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TABLE 9:- MOVEMENT OF VOLUNTARY MOVS-OUTS BY COMPARISON TO PRE-PUBLIC HOUSING 
NEIGHBORHOOD BY PROJECT. 


Pro ject Poor To Poor to Good Poor To Fair Same Excellent Unknown 
Excellent Fair To Fair To Good To Good 
Excellent Good To Good To Fair 
Excellent Fair To Poor 
SOUTH i# 5 5 7 AW 4 10 
REGENT  &% Bat Get 29.4, 29.4 6.6 er. 
PARK 
LAWRENCE # 6 iZ ee i) 5 13 
HEIGHTS % 56 Saat rae, ed, 4.6 Ze O 
TOTAL # ill 17 Ah 62 9 23 
oe hy 10.2 26.5 e703 5.5 13.8 (1) 


(1) In these cases former neighborhood was not known. 


Assuming that the non-ratable situations were spread out on the rating 
scale in the same percentages as the rest of the families the following table 
applies. 


TABLE 10:— MOVEMENT ‘JHERE IASURABLE OF VOLUNTARY MOVE-OUTS BY COMPARISON TO 
PRE-PUBLIC HOUSING NEIGHBORHOOD BY PROJECTS 


Pro ject Poor To Poor To Good Poor To Fair Same Excellent 
Excellent Fair To Feir To Good To Good 
Excellent Good To Good To Fair 
Excellent Fair To Poor 
SOUTH 
REGENT % 10.4 10.4 bepeh 35 sh 8.4, 
PARK 


LAWRENCE g 
HEIGHTS 


TOTAL % 77 eRe) 30.7 43.4 6.3 
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These date seem to indicste thet slightly more than one-helf of the 
families moved to neighborhoods which were better physically than those they 
inhabited before moving into public housing. It is interesting to note that 
55.4% of the South Regent Park families moved to better neighborhoods while 


47.3% of the Lawrence Heights families improved their neighborhood. 


On the other hand 47.4% of the Lawrence Heights families kept their 
neighborhood standards on the same level compared to 35.4% of the families who 
did this from South Regent Park. It would appear that the families from South 
Regent Park were more likely to improve their neighborhood probably because 
they originally came from somewhat poorer areas than the families in Lawrence 


Heights. 


However, it should be pointed out that more families who left the downtown 
project were likely to return to poorer neighborhoods. 
This seems to verify the opinion that the families who left Lawrence Heights 
were somewhat more likely to be "upward striving" than those from South Regent 


Pare, 


Up to this point this chapter has concerned itself with where the ex- 
tenants went after their stay in Public Housing. All comparisons made have 
been with the accommodation they had before moving into public housing 
particularly with regard to the phvsical condition of the housing and neighborhood. 
The assumption was made that because the public housing which properly fitted 
their families that physically at least the post public housing accommodation 


could not be an improvement upon public housing accommodation. 


There are several areas where it would be possible to make a comparison 


with public housing. In the first place, the percentage of family income spent 
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on shelter could be compared. Secondly, the kind of housing, house, apartment, 


etc. could be compsred to the accommodation in public housing. 


Ever since subsidized public housing was introduced in Canada the rent 
a family pays has been geared to the size of the family income as defined by the 
Federal-Provincial partnership. The scale used has been the "Carver—Hopwood" 
scale developed in 1946-1947. Accordingly, between 23-27% of a family's 
income has been spent on rent including services. As the income increases 
so does the rent and conversely as it decreases so does the rent until it hits 
a minimum rent which is different in both projects under study. Generally 
speaking it can be assumed that the 23-27% applies to all families in public 


housing on the average. 


In establishing this comparison 2 percentege of family income as defined 
by the partnership was established in all respondent families where rent or 
post public housing accommodation and present income where known. Out of the 
sample of 166 families a percentage could be developed for 150 families. The 
assumption was made that the other sixteen families where either the income or 
the rent or both were not known, followed the same ratio established for the 
known families. 


TABLE 11:— PURCENTAGS OF HOUSING COST TO FAMILY INCCh= IN POST PUBLIC HOUSING 
ACCOMMODATION BY PROJiCT 


Project 0-9% 10-17% 18-22% 23-27% 28-32% 33-378 38-42% 43 plus % 
Bicneet FLOR 0 2 16 11 9 2 3 
PARK Ar: Sie ooo. Sipe LS = Ves 3.9 5 Je 
LAWRENCE # 3 3 1s 33 22 10 3 10 
Ree OO OC Se Bg! 2242. Oa 2.9 10.2 
aI Rs ae aa inceapl ae eee 
7 # 12 3 17 49 33 19 5 13 
ae, IR: Ae FI Is ns Se a 3.3 8.7 
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On the average the move-out families paid 27.2% of their income for 
housing cost,the median family lies very clearly in the 23-27% range. It might 
appear that these families were paying the same percent of income as they were 
in the projects. In fact except at the lower end of the income scale where the 
mininum rent might reise the percentage and for incomes over the maximum where 
a penalty rent is imposed, all families in public housing pay in the 23-27% range. 
The range does not go to zero or as high as 43%. Therefore, a comparison of 


average does not give a true picture. 


From perusal of Table 11 it would apneer thet 1 out of every 5 families 
leaving pay less rent then they would in public housing; 1.6 families pay the 
same end 2.4 out of every 5 pay more. Although no comparison of public housing 
units to the ones occupied was made, it seems a safe assumption that these 
families could not be occupying better units than they found in public housing. 
Almost one-half of them were prepared to pay more for less satisfactory physical 


accommodation. 


There is no significant difference in the pattern for the two projects 
except et the very lowest end very highest ends of the scale. It is interesting 
that 8 families in South Regent Park found accommodation where they paid 0-9% 
of their income. In most of these cases these families returned to a parent's 
home, usually a single parent, and paid no rent while food and other costs were 
shared, On the other hand, 10 of the Lawrence Heights move-outs were prepared 
to pay over 42% of their income for shelter. In most of these cases, the 


families were purchesing the home and seemed willing to make sacrifices to 


achieve the status of home ownership. 


The climate of opinion in this country that families Should live in 


houses with their own back and front yard on property they preferably should 
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own, obviously effects the femilies' reasons for moving out. For this reason 
@ comparison was made of the type of accommodation move-out families occupied 
during end after their stay in public housing. 


TABLE 12:- MOVE OUT FAMILIZS BY TYPE OF UNIT OCCUPIUD DURING AND AFTER PUBLIC 
HOUSING BY PROJHCT. 


a a ee ee 


Project Apt /Apt Apt /House House/House House /Apt Other (1) 
nt nae lial pe hl a Ta MK pile ks ne see ialaeee 
SOUTH ! 

REGENT i# 12 20 13 3 10 
8 8 eS A eee i ek ee 
LAWRENCE # ei. a 25 5 6 

HEIGHTS % 28.7 37.9 basen are 5.6 

ety # 13 61 38 g 16 

TOTAL 7 2559 36.8 22.9 4.9 9.5 


(1) These families moved into rooms, flats or shared eccommodation. 


Of the large number of families who moved into houses over 60% lived in 
apartments while in public housing. On the other hand of other families moving 
into apartments only 16% moved from houses in public housing. Obviously the 
majority of move-out families prefer houses. These families seem to have 
accepted the concept that a house, practically any house is better for family 


living than an apartment. 


On the other hand ebout 40% of the families moving out of apartments go 
to apartments in private housing. In the large number of cases these families 
are small in size and older in age than the average family. This accounts for 
the larger number of families moving out of Lawrence Heights who remain in 


apartments as compared to South Regent Park. By far the larger percentage of 
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apartments in Lawrence Heights are one and two bedrooms while the majority of 


apartments in South Regent Park are three becrooms. 


It would appear that the desire to live in a house with its own self 
contained services and amenities is one of the reasons why families particularly 
those with children move out of the apartments in public housing. This attitude 
to amenities and services might be more fully clarified in the next chapter 
which looks at social satisfactions and dissatisfections. Certainly the larger 
ratio of move-outs from the apartments indicates this kind of dissatisfection 
plays some part. As well the climate of opinion regarding houses and apartments 


which pertains in the larger community seems to pertain in Public Housing. 
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CHAPTER VI: SATISFACTIONS AND DISSATISFACTIONS 


In the interviews carried out with the volunterv move-out families from 


both projects an effort ws made to 2ssess what role services or their lack pleved 


in the decision to move out, 


of the social environment in 


During the interviews 
unit they occupied in public 


manners— 


A Housing 
B Housing 


C Housing 


The attitudes of these femilies to verious sspects 


public housing were elso examined, 


the families were asked their opinion of the actual 


housing. Their reactions were graded in the following 


unit excellent, best the family ever lived in 
unit gooc, superior to most commercial accommod-tion 


unit fair, certain inconveniences thet could be 


improvec unon 


D Housine 


unit poor, *ccommocction completely insdenurte for 


the family. 


TABLE 13. ATTITUDE TOVANDS PHYSICAL ACCOMMODATION BY PROJECT 


PROJECT A B G D 
UNIT EXCELLENT UNIT GOOD UNIT FAIR UNIT POOR NO COMMENT 
SOUTH if 37 16 5 - - 
REGENT % 63.8 aes 8.6 wf - 
PARK 
LAWRENCE # 76 if 12 6 _ 
HEIGHTS @% Od 12.5 pee 5.6 = 
TOTAL # 113 30 th 6 a 
% 68.1 1821 pee: 3.6 ne 
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It is interesting to note that less than 14% of the families thought that 
public housing accommodation showed any physical inedeouscies. In fact, only 3.4% 
really had any strong objections to the housing. In the main these objections 
centred around such things as laundry facilities and having to climb stairs in 
apartment buildings. In fact all but four of the twenty-three families who had 
complaints lived in apsrtment buildines. It would appeer thet in most ceses where 
complaints occurrec they settled around the ancillary services in apartment 


buildings e.g. laundries, elevators, etc. 


What is also interesting to note is the difference in attitude of the 
former residents of the two projects, Relatively few families in South Regent 
Park complained about the physical attirubtes even though the highrise buildings 
must heve contributed to the dissatisfactions, Families from Lawrence Heights 
were more critical probably indicating their greater striving to climb up the 
social and economic scale. It is also possible that families on the third floor 
of a non—elevator building feel more dissatisfaction with their physical environ- 


ment because of the stairs that must be climbed daily. 


fhen all this is said whet is most striking is the large number of families 
who appeared to be completely satisfied with their housing unit. It would apnear 
from this that other rersons caused these femilies to move. Reasons which had to 


be strong enough to overcome their pleasure with the housing unit. 


In order to explore other possible reas which mieht have brought about the 
move-outs, attitudes towards several service facilities outside the physical 
housing, such as shopping and transportation, were studied, The reaction to these 
facilities by these families was measured, as they were asked to comment upon them 


and weigh the standards of these services. Table 14 deals with their reaction 
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to the ease by which they either transported themselves or were transnorted to 
work, shopping, recrestion, etc. Thus it is a comment not only upon the public 
transportation facilities but vpon the roads and the distance from place of emplov- 


ment, reerention, etc, 


WAL OLORTAL LON BY PROJECT 
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PROJECT EXCELLENT _ GOOD FAIR POOR NO COMMENT 
SOUTH REGELT PARK #4 i 10 2 3 h 

% 67. 1742 3.5 Pe: 6.9 
LA JRENCE HEIGHTS i 31 22 20 33 2 

% 28.7 20.4 18.5 30.5 1.9 
TOTAL # 70 32 pe) 36 6 

% Lae 19.3 1 e107 3.6 


thet is most significant about these data is the difference between the two 
projects. As generally speaking those familics with eutomobiles were fairly satis-— 
fied, the large percentage who considered Lawrence Heights transportation "poor", 
were commenting upon the public facility. During the vears covered by this study 
the Project was not directlv serviced bv public transportation, and the dissatis- 
faction is clearly discernible, It is likely that this dissatisfaction helned 


these families in their decision to move out of public housing, 


The fact that Leavrence Heights is in the second transportation zone, and 
therefore, an edditional fare ad to be expended to get into Zone 1 added to this 


4 


dissatisfaction, The difference between the 49.1% dissetisficd in Lawrence Heights 
and the &.7% dissetisfaction in South Rerent Park clearlv indicated the extent of 
the problem created when a public housing project is located in the suburbs where 


public transportation is difficult of access and where the fares might be greater 


certainly than in 2 downtown project such as South Regent Park, 
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It woulc appear safe to assume that while the attitude towards trans portation 
facilities did not add very much to the desire to move in South Regent Park, it 


contributed noticeably to this desire to move in Lawrence Heights. 


While it is most likely that transportation might present one of the most 
obvious areas of dissatisfaction in 4 suburban housing project of any type, another 
ares. of possible dissatisfaction was thought to be that of shopping. The following 
table represents the reactions of respondents to the shopping facilities near their 
project:— 


TABLE 15: ATTITUDE TOVARDS SHOPPING FACILITIES BY PROJECT 


PROJECT EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR NO ANSWER 
SOUTH REGENT PARK # LO 1h y) 2 5 

% 51.7 eee | Lo or 3,5 2.6 
LA JRENCE HEIGHTS i 33 a 2 23 uf 

% 30.5 25.0 Lapis: iho 9 
TOTAL # 63 ia 31 25 6 

% SYA) ebvdind, Gee Pee 3.6 


Again the significent figures in this table lie in the differences between 
the two projects. The suburban project shows more than 143% of the families with 
some complaint compared to 15.6% in the downtown project. The dissetisfaction 
here is not as great as that shown for transportation because of the good auality 
of the shopping facilities once arrived at, The difficulties seem to lie in the 
distance that the groceries had to be carried and to a very slight degree with the 


prices that had to be paid. 


Some consideration must be made of the fact that a large number of public 


housing tenants are dependant upon public transportation. If possible, suburban 
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projects should be placed in areas where public transportation exists and shopping 
facilities are near at hand. It is likely that dissatisfaction with the shopping 

facilities had decreased since the installation of 2 neighborhood shopping centre 

in Lawrence Heights. If good shonping is not availeble the tenant desire to move 

out is reinforced, 

Besides transportation and shopping, it wis decided to test the ex-tenants! 
reaction to the facilities provided for the dweller in the projects. The lack of 
organizec recreation facilities for children had helped to bring about the esta- 
blishment of the Tenants' Associetions in both projects, As most tenants came 
from areas where over-crowding occurred end recreation f>cilities were not im- 
mediately availsble, they seemed to feel a sreat need for such facilities once in 
public housins, This seems to be verified by the strong attempts made by the 
Lawrence Heights Tensnts' Association to set a conrunity centre for that project, 
attempts which were finallv successful. 


TABLE 16: ATTITUDE TO CHILDREN'S FACILITIES RY PROJECT 


PROJECT EXCELLENT GOOD NO COMMENT SOME DEFI- EXTREME NOT APPLI- 

CIENCIES DISSATIS. CABLE (1 
SOUTH REGENT # 18 9 9 20 1 1 
PARK es ee 1545 cy 34.5 Ee ee 
LAWRENCE # 45 15 5 Si 8 i 
HEIGHTS AA Se Ae 13.9 4.6 2057 Talk AST 
TOTAL # 63 2h Ww BL 9 5 
% 37.9 Th.5 8.4, 3037 beh pes 


(1) Families with no children 


Despite the evident dissatisfaction with the recreation facilities expres-— 
sed by the tenents only slightly more than 5% of the move-out families were ex- 


tremely dissatisfied ‘rith these f-cilities. It is interesting to note that at 
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both ends of the scale Lawrence Heights ex-tencnts show either more satisfaction 
or dissatisf°ction than the tenants who left South Regent Park. On the other hend 


a larger group from the latter project made no cormenit. 


Most of the dissatisfaction in both vroiects seemed related to the lack of 
supervision in the playgrounds, This was the mafor deficiency which showed in 
the area under "Some Deficiencies", However, the preponderance of satisfied ex- 
tenants in this area would indicate that this wes not an area which concerned 


much more than one-third of their number, 


It should be noted that for the first time in the expression of attitudes 
around the physical facilities, thet a smaller proportion of tenants from South 
Regent Park expressed satisfection than from Lewrence Heights, This is possiblv 
explained by the difference between the more densely populated downtown site and 
the more open, less densely pomilated suburhen site, This should be kept in mind 
when developing new public housing sites. It vould appeer advisable to provide 
as much play space as possivle, perhaps even overprovide it if the site is to be 


heavily populeted, perticulerly with children. 


Thus far, this chapter has concerned itself with the reaction of the ex- 
"tenants to some of the physical facilities. The total group wes most s°tisfied 
with the physical accommodation (26.7%), then with the shopping facilities (62.6%), 


followed by transportation (61.5%), and last with the facilities for children(52.4%). 


When rating this degree of satisfaction there seems to be a significant 
difference between the downtown project and the suburban locetion. South Regent 
Park ex-tenants are still most satisfied with the physical accommodation (91.4%), 


followed next by transportation (4.4%), then shovping facilities (75.8%), and 
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lastly facilities for children (only 46.6%). The rating in descending order for 
Lawrence Heights is as follows: Physical Accommodation (93.3%), Facilities for 


Children (55.6%), Shopping Facilities (55.5%) and Transportation (49.1%). 


It would appear from this that the densely populsted downtown site provided 
excellent accommodation and transportation facilities and only somewhat less ade- 
quate shopping facilities, while the facilities for children were inadecuate, The 
suburban site provided excellent accommodation, just edeauate play facilities and 


shopping facilities and less than adequate transportation facilities, 


It would also annear that the commmity facilities or lack of them are more 
likely to affect the tenant's desire to move out in suburben projecte,. It would 
seem clear that the actual housing unit contributes very little to this desire. 
However, lack of transportation sand shopping can affect the move-out rate in 
suburban localities. On the other hanc the lack of play facilities for children 
may affect this desire somewhat more in a censely populated site when compered to 


a more normal density, possibly no matter where the site is located, 


In attempting to assess the factors leading to satisfaction or dissatis- 
faction, several other areas besides the physical accommodation and service facili- 
ties were defined, It has been accepted by the Authority that the relationship 
with its tenants is somewhat different from that of the private landlord to his 
tenants. Particularly as rent is gesred to income in public housing, the Authority 
has to make itself more awere of the private life of its tenants when compared to 
the private landlord. Annual inspections of ‘mits as reouired by Government regu- 
lations leads to a closer associ*tion. On site offices have been established and 
the project offices have become one of the first pleces to which tenants turn when 


they are in some sort of difficulty, porticulerly if their problem centres around 
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rent or their neighbours. In fect, because of this close relationship, the 
Authority hes a "Tenant Relations Officer" in each project whose major function 
is to carry out the annual inspection and interview tenants so that a proper 
referral can be made to an appropriste social service or other resource in the 


community. 


As pointed out, rent geared to income is basic to the philosophy of sub-— 
Sidized public housing in this country. Rent increases or decreases 3s the family 
income increases or decreases, It is, therefore, possible butnot likely, for a 
family to pay twelve different monthly rent»l rates during one year. This systen, 
while it has manv adventages, is different from the wav the tenant hes paid for 


his shelter before or after public housing, 


The present rental scsle used in public housing is geared to a family 
peying approximately 27% of its income for fully serviced accommodation or ebout 


2) = 22% for shelter only. 


In order to escertain the tenant's reaction to this aspect of public housing, 
the respondents were asked to evaluate the effect upon their budget of the rent 
paid. As shelter and services are sevarated in the rent scale the effect of the 
service charge was evaluated as well. 


TABLE 17: ATTITUDE TOWARDS PUBLIC HOUSING RENT SCHEME BY PROJECT 


PROJECT EQUITABLE RENT FAIR NO RENT TOO RENT NOT IN WORSE SITUA~ 
AND SERVICE COMMENT HIGH FOR KEEPING WITH TION THAN 
REASONABLE TOO HIGH RESPONDENT PURPOSE OF BEFORE PJBLIC 
PUBLIC HOUSING HOUSING 
SOUTH # 23 2 6) e 23 2 
REGENT te 3906 3.5 0 13,3 39.6 345 
PARK 
LAVRENCE # 39 th 3 a0, 27 5 
HEIGHTS % 36,2 13.9 2.8 18,5 ee, & 4.6 
TOTAL ee 16 e, 28 50 7 
a | 9.6 1.6 16.9 30.2 he 
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It must be noted that only 37.3% of the ex-tenants felt that the rent schere 
was fair and equitable. Also it appears that ebout the same percentage pertained 
for the two projects. On the other hand 34.4% of the families felt that the rent 
scheme was not in accordance with the purposes of public housing. Of these 4.2% 
felt that the rent was so high that it led them to a worse financial position 


than they faced before living in public housing. 


In this strong reaction, it is possible that two factors brought about this 
high degree of dissstisfaction. In the first pl*ece, the minimum shelter rent of 
30.00 per month at Sout> Regert Pork end °“48,0C per month at Lawrence Heights 
could force families with little een.ing power to pay a larger proportion of their 
income for rent. Secondly, the Authority charges a penalty rent when families 
exceed the maximum income alloted(%375.CO per month at South Regent Park and 
*450.0C per month at Lawrence Heights). In order to see if these assumptions 
had some basis in fact the scale used in Table 17 was used for families earning 
from O to $299.00 per month, and for families earning “300.00 per month or more 
by project. 


TABLE 18: ATTITUDE TOWARDS RENT SCALE BY INCOME AND PROJECT 


ATTITUDE SOUTH REGENT PARK LAWRENCE HEIGHTS TOTAL 
0-299 300 & 04299 300 & 0-299 300 & 
£2 cee Seas bie 3 # & # % tvs 


Rent Eouitable aes eo EE ore 201) 450 Vee 1 Boa Se eee 


Rent Fair - 
Service Charges 


High a 2 Teak R485 6. 22 Teese © Le ieee Hamers 8 
No Comment - - es Pt es Oe he 2k 1, ony 1.6 1 20 
Rent Too High 

For Respondent 2 me EA LIES 2S. 1ST, We Se LaF 


Rent hot in Keev- : 
ing with Purpose 8 29.6 15 50.0 5 12,5 21 31.8 13 19.4 36 37-5 


Yorse Situation 
Then Before Public 


Housing z 5a aL 3,85 2 8, 3 165 3 bad 4 hee 
TOTAL oF 10060 30° -10G,0 AD 100,99 66 100.0 67 100.0 96 100.0 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 1) Ke 3 


1) Exact financial data not available for these families. 
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These data clearly indicate that the amount of farnily income affected the 
attitude towards the rent scheme, On one hand more than half of the families with 
incomes under 5299.00 per month were satisfied with the rent scheme while on the 
other hand, over 60% of the families with incomes over %300.00 per month expressed 
some form of dissatisfaction. If one purpose of the rent scale is to place an 
increasingly burdensome cost upon families as their income increases to the point 


where they move out, then the present scale seems to 2chieve this purpose, 


However, it should be noted that more than 36% of the families esrning under 
#299.00 per month were dissatisfied with the rent scale. This dissetisfection 
might have been exnected to he rrester at Lawrence Heights where the minimum shelter 
rent is “8,00 per month against South Regent Park where it is *30.CC per month 
In actuality about 40% of the families cerning uncer %299,00 per monthat South 
Regent Park expressed diss>tisfaction while 35” of this income group from Lewrence 
Heights expressed the same dissctisfection, “hile this 5, differential might not 
be considered significant in other situations, it appears ouite significant here, 
The validity of a rent scele which adversely affects those families on the bottom 
of the range should be avestioned. It is likely that a reappraisal of the rent to 


income scale now used in public housing should be made, 


In order to estimate the effect of the closer landlord-tenant relationship in 
public housing mentioned earlier, 2 measurement was made of the attitude of the 
respondents to the control exercised by the Authority's staff, This control was 
defined as being too strict or too lenient and the opinion was graded, In this 


case it was assumed thet no comment indicated no felt impact upon the tenants? 


(1) This has since beeu increased to 37.50, 
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lives, The other attitudes were measured bv increasing intensity of dissatis- 
faction, 


TABLE 19A: TOO MUCH CONTROL BY HOUSING AUTHORITY BY PROJECT 


PROJECT NO NECESSARY ATTITUDE OF INTERFERENCE PUBLIC HOUSING 
OPINION INTERFERENCE STAFF TH PRIVATE LIKE 
RESEMTED. LIFE OF CONCENTRATION 
TENANT CAMP 
SOUTH REGENT # 48 1 3 2 i 
PARK Cosy L7 Seo 3.5 6.9 
LA JRENCE # 689 3 5 6 5 
HEIGHTS eo Bosh 2.3 Lié 5.6 lind 
TOTAL # 137 L. g 8 9 
GS 8255 eu Lie 48 pte 


It seems significant that hv fer the largest percentage of the move-out 
families (almost 85%) either did not feel enough resentment towards Authority 
control to say anything or felt that control was necessary. It would appear 
that this large majority did not feel that their lives were being interfered with 
to any extent. The remaining 15% were divided almost eoually among the other 
three categories with 5.5% feeling thet the control was so strong thet life was 


misereble, 


From the Authority's viewpoint these responses should be eratifying although 
perhaps the dissetisf»ctions could be reduced to a certein extent if the tenants 


were made aware of the reasons for the aprerent control perticulerly when the 


tenants express their resentment, 


Finally as regards to Table 194 there seems to be no significent difference 


in the reactions in both Projects. Indeed the reactions .re so similer thet it 


, » ~~ ? 
WYO Te iy GPS 


puyenys OIE aDEeeIAETA 
aud aTAVIST HTT! 
SOUT ARTUBEICD © at 


bs aT apes 
* e< oe 


a $ 
2.0 ek 
@ 4 
Spal 3.2 
8 a 
e,2@ Sea 


vtivodsuA abrowo? tastucest dacoas Isst son oth tsiiis en 
sascae bIyow 31 syiseescon 2ev fortios Jadt gist to ene: qe 0 
idiw betetredat aated ovow-ecvil ttedt defd Iset ton bio nme | 
aside 6dt¢ naore vileune teomEs bobivth otew RL gukatanon ont | 3 a ae A 
anw etif tent auort]s of aaw [ottaos odd todd gatfeet Ri.¢ ddiw oe ‘ o48 tao Gs 


9 


dngoddie antvtigeary of hIvate aseuocest otedd tutoqwetv at inodana yr 
ainened aid tt tiocrs atedins 5 ot deoudet od bfsteo aantsoaaneanee id mee 


4 of ae a 


of3 gery vilanivetiuen [cities diersyre ond 10 Gnoaent oft Yo onmw none r 


jtnomduecet uteris 6 Ko atte 
on 
SoueteWlS Jnroftimmie on oc of arses ote? AOL ofc of irene: 


$t Pact e-fimin ca ase sanisore: oft hoobal we 8 


= 1.9 is 


would appear to reinforce the essumption that some resentment of control is 


unavoideble in the close staff-tenent relationship existing in public housing, 


TABLE 19B: TOO LITTLE CONTROL BY THS ANTHORITY BY PROJECT 


PROJECT NO MORE CONCERN MORE CONCERN MORAL BEHAVIOUR PROJECT SHOULD 
COMMENT JITH RULES RE WITH MORAL SHOULD BE CON~ EVICT OR SEG 

CLEANLINESS BEHAVIOURS TROLLED RY FORCE GREGATE FAM— 

AND INSPECTION ILIES WHO DO 

NOT CONFORM _ 


SOUTH REGENT # 33 9 3 5 8 
PARK % 56.9 15.5 ce 8.6 13.8 
LAWRENCE i#f 7). 16 7 k 10 
HEIGHTS % 65% 14.8 6.5 oe O53 
TOTAL # tO d 25 1¢ 9 18 

% 62.7 vient 6.1 5h L0¢7 


The responses elicited in this srea indicrte for the first time the ex-tenants 
responses to the social tehaviours of the other families in the project. The very 
strong feeling of slichtly more then 10% of the tenants thet the Authority should 
evict or segregate certain other families indicates a degree of feeling of social 
superiority. Yet this feeling is somewhat stronger in the less upward striving 


project of South Regent Park, This reaction will be studied closely when the 


social attitudes of the respondents are examined. 


Generally it would appear that the majority of tenants are satisfied or little 
concerned with lack of control. About 77% of these tenents made no comment or 
thought that the staff might be a little more strict about the housekeeping 
standards of other tenants, However, it is interesting to note that while 17.5% 
of the tenants indicated some concern over excessive control by the Authority, 


37.3% indicated some concern over the lack of control, 
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It seems thet a substantial number of the ex-tenants expected the Authority 
to control the moral behaviour of the other families living in public housing, 
It is probable that this feeling of lack of control caused some of these people 
to move, It is elso significant that about 45% of the families in South Regent 
Park expressed some concern while 35% of families in Lawrence Heights expressed 
the same concern, It is apparent that the behaviour of other families in the 
downtown project bothered proportionately more move-out families than in the 


suburban project, 


It is possible that the economic-llv poorer families more so than higher 
income families expected outside »gencies to affect their environment even in the 
public housing community, On the other hand, it might indicate a lesser desire 
on the part of the staff in Lawrence Neights to interfere in the area of relation— 
ship between tenents, It is clear that this study cannot make conclusive state-— 
ments in this sector of behaviour of public housing tenents and an area for further 


research seems indicated, 


So far we have been ciscussing the reaction of tenants in areas where the 
Authority's staff may be anpearing to impinge upon the tenent's private life. e.g. 
relations between husband and wife, anti-social behaviour, etc. As well the 
Authority has developed a number of rules and regulations which control the tenent's 
life to some degree. These rules epproximte the normal Isndlord-tenant reletion— 
ship. This study attempted to measure the reactions of the respondents to the 
rules and regulations which were "normal" in all rental situations particularly 


the rental of apartments, 


> an 
a 
_ 


s 

ort. ort) be tsar aiseeiaie sii 
sales nitty HY nnbeEY aalkbeet atta eer 
 glgond ssodt ‘to srina Beaune Jordans Lo Hort 


gayget ddv0l at aod fhbrst ard fo hea aitede Sat, nin te 
fireat to Ver ai ide ure aaee 


tapesmaxs Siiaic siemwel of seLLo 
) Hg 
edt nt aadd Selismel Fro-svom owe vlosauolt igh nto 


, , " eo ae ary . S 
eag ok svilinet nseiss *n wrorvered i snete “et 


iga jf} - : on 
att tt ad : 7 
oti : ; v7 
; : for: 
noite lo yroment 
~ i . -— 


i: 

z 
4 

be 
= 


a aseee ; “ : lord obidin tole to Eyeiot 


Gut sori’ aes atic lo dotisesy odd aabsempels ased avad wy * 


SPS s22¥iw a’ tatned o AF nog abgert of anktesqee od vam ala 


sil Liow te ole a ~itan. ote Ras aedanr cinawaed 6 


Rivet La tte Syantian [etaes Ife ab f 


Rs 


ae 
TABLE 20: ATTITUDES TO RULES AND REGULATIONS BY PROJECT 


PROJECT RULES REASONABLE RULES REASONABLE NO SOME RULES RULES TOO 
EFFECTIVE AND DESICGILD FOR COMMENT UNNECESSARY STRICT 
ROT RESTRICTIVE EVERYONE'S COMPORT CR NOT 


ELFORCED 


LL LCL A Et A en 


SOUTH REGENT # L 10 22 pie 8 
PARK % 6.9 Lie 37.9 2h.2 13.8 
LARELCE # 8 16 52 20 12 
HEIGHTS % fen 1478 48,2 18,5 re Es 
TOTAL # 12 26 Th 3h 20 

% ae 15.6 4.5 20.5 12.2 


It is interesting to note that 38% of the ex-tenants from South Regent Park 
were dissatisfied with the rules and regulations while only 29.6% of the Lawrence 
Heights tenants were dissatisfied. Also 37.9% of the respondents from the down— 
town project made no comment compsred to 43.2% of the ex-residents of Lawrence 
Heights. In this area of rules and regulations and control by Authority staff, 
the South Regent Park families were more vocal and dissatisfied than those from 


Lawrence Heights. 


It wovle 2ppeear from these data that while the rules and regulations were 
somewhat more bothersome to these families than the control exerted by the 
Authority staff in neither case did the majority express dissetisfaction, It is 
likely that this area did not contribute very much to the desire to move, It is 
perhaps a little surprisines that these families felt that the Authority staff did 
not intrude upon the private life too much, ‘iith the closer landlord—tenent re- 
lationship which exists in public housing much more of this feeling might have 
been expected. However, this judgment is backed up by experience in the United 
States. The Public Housing Administration in its study "Mobility and Motivations", 


a survey of families moving from low-rent housing "discovered that moves primrily 
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(1) 


due to dissatisfaction with management were proportionately few. 


The relationship between families, the quarrels that mav occur etc., play an 
important role in delineating the staff's functions. A lot of management's time 
seems to be spent in dealing with the complaints of fanilies about other families, 
The attitude of the move-out families towards the rest of the families in the pro- 
ject was searched out in order to ascertain what part if any this attitude played 


in their leaving the proiect. 


One of the sectors in this area of social judgments in which a response was 
solicited was the respondent's attitude tovards the children of the other families 
living in the project, 


TABLE 212. ATTITUDES TOARDS CHILDREM AND TEEEAG Ro BY FPROJEC 


PROJECT CHILDREN wO COMMEOMT UNAVOIDABLS PROBLEMS TOO MANY CHILDREN CHILD~ 
Ali ASSET NOT FAULT OF PROJECT TOO MUCH NOISE REN 
REAL 
PROBLEM 
SOUTH REGENT # 1 10 10 19 18 
PARK ear Lise lTe< 3226 Sle 
LAWRENCE A 31. 21 35 11 
HEIGHTS G% 923 Zoe 19385 320k LOg1 
TOTAL ees 41 31 dl, 29 
% 6,6 208 18.7 32.1 17.4 
(1) Mobility and Motivation - A survey of families moving from low rent housing. 


Housing and Home Finance Agency, Public Housing 
Administration; ‘ashington 1958; - Page 55, 
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This is the first attitude which shows strong dissatisfactions. Over 68% of 
all respondents had a strong feeling of dissatisfaction in this srea, Not at all 
surprising, is the fact that the more densely child populated South Regent Park 
affects its ex-residents more adversely 2s 81.1% of all these respondents show 
some dissatisfaction and almost 65% showed 2 strong feeling of dissatisfaction. 

In Lawrence Heights, the less densely populeted project 623 of all the respondents 


show some dissatisfaction and only 42.5% show strong dissatisfaction. 


It might be suspected that the high rise buildings in the downtown project 
bring about the attitude, but this is not borne out by these deta, Slightly more 
than 72% of all the dissatisfied tenants came from the high-rise apartments com- 
pared to the 70.1% of all move-outs represented by the families from the high rise 
buildings. The difference of 2.2% does not seem significant and this is reinforced 
by the fact that only 2/3 of all families expressing the strongest dissatisfaction 


came from the high-rise buildings in this project, 


The amount of income earned by the femilies has no bearing upon this attitude 
either as the proportions expressing dissatisfaction for those earning less than 
4300.00 per month is 61% compared to 62% of those earning more than 4300.00 per 
month, It would appesr then thet this strong reaction to other children is a clear 
indication of the density of child populstion on the project site, The more 


children there are per acre the more dissatisfaction there seems to be, 


Besides ascertaining the attitude of these families towards the children of 
other families in the projects, an effort was made to get them to make some social 


judgments about living in public housing neighbourhoods, These data are based 
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upon certain judgments made by the research team and are probably the least cap 
able of interpretation, There are no objective criteria concerning these kinds of 
attitudes in the general popwlstion and whether or not the answers of these res— 
pondents are abnormal to any defree cannot be judged. However, some conclusions 
can be reached about the degree to which the public housing neighbourhoods are 
successful as neighbourhoods in providing friendship and pleasant social interplay 
to the residents, However, when interpreting these deta the fact that these fami- 
lies voluntarily left public housing must be borne in mind. This movement indicates 
that they were probably less satisfied with public housing living as well as more 


capable of moving than the families who remained, 


TABLE 22: FRIENDS IN THE PUBLIC HOUSING COMMUNITY BY PROJECT 


PROJECT MANY FRIENDSHIP 0 FRIENDSHIP SURFACE COMPLETE 
FRIENDS POSSIBLE JITH COMMENT POSSIBLE JITH ACOUAIN- ISOLATION 
MAJORITY OF MAJORITY OF TALMCES 
TENANTS TENANTS 
SOUTH REGENT # 11 3 uu, 11 10 9 
PAR: ye 3550 5.2 Bleak 19,0 is? 15.5 
LA RENCE e388 15 9 ye AY: 12 
HiIGHTS ya re 13.9 8,3 es 19.5 107 
TOTAL Hee 089 18 23 3h 31 2% 
ee 10.7 13.9 20.5 18.7 12,7 


Superficially these data seem to indicate that the attitudes in both projects 
were almost identice] particularly if it is assumed that "no comment" means no 
dissatisfaction. However, if this is assumed to be a completely neutral feeling, 
it would appear thet the ex-tenants from Lawrence Heights were somewhat more sat- 
isfied with the friendships they formed than families from South Regent Park, At 


the extreme other end of the scale a smller percentage of the families from 
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Lawrence Heights felt completely isolated from their neighbours. 


It is possible that families who heve less income and who do not have as 
strong a desire to better themselves than others even in public housing retain 
the desire for anonymity longer. The social isolation which can occur in the slum 
area is carried over into the public housing neichbourhood. Most of the families 
who expressed a feeling of social isolation "not knowing any of their neighbours" 
seemed to went it that way. They felt that they wanted "to mind their own business" 
and not establish friendship with their neighbours as this was something they did 
not want. To a degree they carry this feeling over to the environment after 


leaving public housing and these people seem setisfied when nobody "bothers them", 


This desire for anonymitv seems to be stronger in the downtown, densely, 
populated section, The "toretherness" of the suburb or new development does not 


occur. 


It is difficult to reach a definite conclusion on these limited data as to 
whether or not too many families find it difficult to mke friends or do not went 
friendship, Obviously the miiority of the ex-tenants felt they did not find ade- 
quate friendship in the project, Perhaps a study of those who remain might indi- 
cate whether the attitude of these respondents accurstely reflects the attitude 
of public housing residents. However, enough data exists now to conclude that 
this lack of ability or desire to relate to other people plays a part in making 


the decision to move, 


Most of the opinions expressed about friends in the projects correlated very 


well with the expressions of a feeling of class consciousness, Strangely enough, 
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however, of those who expressed Ciss-tisfaction with their friendships in this 
project, 11 families in Lewrence Heights, and 8 in South Regent Park expressed 
little or no feelings of class consciousness and moral superiority. 411 the 
other families attitudes in both cases correleted very well. These date would 
seem to reinforce the argument rade previously thet some femilies purposely 
isolate themselves from their neighbours with no degree of feeling of superiority 
but just because of a strong desire for privacy. It would appesr that such 
families should not be housed in large projects, but rather find their plece in 
such accommodation #s now provided by the Province of Ont-rio's Rent Certificate 


Plan. What is most surprising is thst there pre not more of these families, 


The attitudes of respondents towards the other people living in the projects 
were searched out. They were -sked in the course of the interview what they 
thought of the rest of the project populstion, whether they were "nice" people 
or people they cnxred to associcte with, Again it must be pointec out that the 
attitudes of ex-tenants co not fairly represent the attitudes of all residents of 


public housing, 


Criticisms of project society are a way of saying, as some respondents do in 
fact say in so many wrds; "we don't belong in the project any more, because we've 
bettered ourselves and we're above the project "class of people". Free choice 
move-outs are often made by people "on the move" up the social ladder, and taking 


(1) 


pains to disassociate themselves from the rung they have just left behind", 


(1) Mobility and Motivation: Page 45. 


» . 7 er 'P 
gut a | . 
Sito ot situa ptoslt tie th Hon okt +eef* 
ee be 
t 


Boaas-tixy Had tasias hte. xb S Bae! eee Batt 98 


=p 


: 


ie TER wetbaofexve thion Sin aesiien atoends we 
Bisew -feb ceerdT yTivw vtsy ter Ieriop gat Wind ck eb 

Shancdtag cuff ier} unce fave eFeporveds ieee + vot 

Witotte27 to wtilest te set : ite eyoodidE Hasta evirk 


Heise fant wesods Blicw 21 eve viv: Yo? sufesh anetis 0 ta ‘oan 


> ] 


75 

: - Me a al ae 
WE So8ts <thsdt hort western 3 pecsateong sstst ot feegod saaiae 
fa 


egecriists.) tre’ Bor p ivory. twit taSiven> wor aa aod dt ‘ 
“3 7 
f -_ 
eball ins” rem oe veld *and at gabatageaes dane 
‘| 
4 


afostony git sf anh Enis Stavot eduehucdestiae ‘camels 
Frc: watvicgsa i THe! i+ 42 Selec graw vor? dio r 

siete bene, Sis sic -nodteie ,noit leet Joabotd sf¢ Pe teet ere 
‘ ‘ ; _ 

ott Init 280 * or m ui yp hd toctes of howd weet Ole 


fo éttebize ¥€ P ‘+ tigsentey ~“Irisk gow on atHiedexe to es 
: 


gic 9 ey ITS S i 5 ‘ vi & ’ _ <¥ Looe fost omy te omees 
M@ yeUrnse ron | F ; ed fa) Naod of" sebte agian ea we 

: - ~ 2 © : ge < hn d . 
patono wort -,"alqdid tc eaafe"™ goshougy J ovote ot'ow Bae eavisetua: 
afte 3 his at hho Pears Tih | Rays. ott “ott ATH WA »h ayn nex te 


e"bnt Wiel 3s vend anos aft movt anv! Gamsts shateased 


; 0 Fee 
oti oTeT raokveyititoh t 


~ j= 
It would therefore, appear probable that the picture of "class" consciousness 
as expressed by the ex-tenants reflects the opinions only of those who moved out 


and not of project tenants generally. As an indicator of why families move it may 


be important to administration of public housing, 


TABLE 23: CCNSCIOUSKESS OF "CLA53" DIFFER@NCES BY PROJECT 
PROJECT NO COHSCICUS~ NO SOL COKSCIOUS- FEY NICE COMPLETE FEEL~ 
“E53 OF CLASS COMMENT NESS, ALL KINDS PEOPLE MOST ING OF MORAL 
DIFFERE CE OF PECPLE IN NOT RIGH SUPERIORITY 
PROJECT TYPE 
SOUTH REGENT # ay 12 7 a i? 
PARK % 36.1 209 L251 12% 19.0 
LAWRENCE # 26 20 25 2) 16 
HEIGHTS % 2hk 18.5 23,8 19.4 14.8 
TOTAL # Mi 32 32 28 oF 
% 28,3 19—2 19.3 16.8 16,3 


In the total group about one-third of the families interviewed showed strong 
feeling of "class" consciousness and of their own moral superiority. The other 
families were "not their sort of people" and in fact the feeling often expressed 
by their group was that the socially inferior families should be segregated, from 
the "nice" families, Even among the economically "poor" there seems to be a need 
on the part of many families (52.4%) to feel at Least somewhat superior to their 


neighbours in the public housing comunity. 


= 2 4 n 1 
Lawrence Heights! ex-tenants appear to be the ones who have more "upward 
. ' : ce . : 
social drive. ‘hen you compere their "class" attitudes, 57.4% of these families 


feel superior to their neighbours, as *gainst 13.2% of the South Regent Park families. 
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This attitude of social and moral Superiority accounts for a part of the 
desire to move. On the other hand it does not seemas strong as that found in 
attitudes towards the children of other families in the project. Again whether 
the ratio of dissatisfaction is larger in this area than occurs in the rest of 
Society is difficult to decide. However, if only one-third of the voluntary 
move-out families are strongly conscious of "class" then it would appear that 


those who remain in the project are probably even less concerned. 


The attitude of the ex-tenants to the social environment of the project partic-— 
ularly as this environment pertains to the bringing up of the children was examined, 
The question is really whether public housing proiects are good places to bring 
up children in the opinion of these families. Again the ceution against using 
these attitudes as representative of the families who remain in the projects has 
to be made, The feelings of the move-out families should be somewhat stronger 
than those who remain behind, 


TABLE 23: ATTITUDE TOWARDS SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT ESPECIALLY AS IT APPLIES TO 
BRINGING UP CYILDREN BY PROJECT 


PROJECT GOOD ADEQUATE NO SOME DIS~ STRONG DIS~ ABSOLUTE 
ENVIR- ENVIRONMENT COMMENT SATISFACTION SATISFACTION SLUM 
| ONMENT 

SOUTH REGENT # 5 5 13 14 15 6 
PARK % 8.6 8.6 Pook Shee 25,9 10.4 
LAWRENCE # ela 9 10 Pag 28 10 
HEIGHTS % 205 6.2 9.3 25,0 25.9 9.3 
TOTAL # 29 Ww 23 ra 4,3 16 

% Tok Soh i eR, 24.8 ie 9.6 


= 


SE cee Me & 
ae att To SoG 0 te% shavooin TRO! as Fear 


. a.) = ‘ 


— 


- at havc teitt BP giotte ap rsee Jon sob tt band - ich 
sarvotw uttan  tootow od? al eetLire? stette Yo aotbrtda ¢ 


Re 
fre, oft ak evimoo detd eeve ett at rental el sehen’ 


tratusfov sit to btbit-snn vine VE . vero? eR Eies oF $408 


or 


Bd 


\ 


m. 

tats tasyoe bfuow 2f asda “ase lo" to auc lonnoo viene. sas dati 
% te 7 

’ bowtgonen asel anve vldadow; ete, tostoay af at 


molirey gootouw eff Ye teemonthrar Ssloos oct of atriedexo eff To oo 
’ 


efimibams esv nothitde «13 Te ‘“itunttd 8? of safeties: tierainiiens 86 
. 4 
gniad of ceval bao sn etns’ + ifevat ol’ *uq vector yiftet ef 


* 4 - + a - 
ia @ : s 
’ as ar, + - . ~ 
ae 3 rr. 
or 0) pen z i= 
s of 


THWIGEEA «SIT SiGe wi Jie ; +) oT AUS Gogo 
hed i> Jee ITAG J CO THRMOKIVMG, «EVIE 
MeO 


sh oe . | | 


- ie 

The majority of respondents (60.3%) expressed some dissatisfaction with pro- 
ject social environment. These complaints centred on such things as lack of back- 
yards for apartments and language and misbehaviour of other adults and children. 
It certainly would appear that this dissatisfaction played a part in bring ing 
these families to move out. It is somewhat disconcerting to find such a large 
percentage of these families dissatisfied with the social environment created in 
public housing. It would appear that the easilv identified relativelv densely 
populated project was not popular with at leest these ex-teuants. On the other 
hand the move-out rate is not excessive and it is possible that the tenants who 
stay do not feel this way. It is also possible that they may feel this way but 


are not financially -ble to make the move, 


Whatever the reason, the strong dissatisfaction with the social environment, 
which is more pronounced than the feeling of social superiority or the inability 
to make friends indicates that the social environment created in public housing 


needs to be improved. 


It would not appear that the dissatisfaction in this area is a result of 
density as was clearly indicated in the attitude towards the children of other 
families, In fact the degree of cissatisfaction is remarkably the same in both 
housing projects. It is possible that the easilv identifiable project makes cer- 


tain tenants feel uneasy about the environment thus created, 


Thether or not their dissatisfaction is strong enough to make the concept of 
large projects completely unacceptable is difficult to say. These data indicate 
this dissatisfaction, Further study into the attituces of those who stay seems 


necessary. However, these data do support the Authority's view that large projects 
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are untenable because of the stigma which applies to them, At least some of this 


feeling of stigma appearsfelt by a proportion of public housing tenants. 


4s these families voluntarily left public housing the question arises what 
their attitude to it is after their experience, This research project was interested 
in whether or not they felt that they had been helped financially during their stay 
in public housing. All the respondents were questioned about the opportunities of 
Saving money and planning for the future while they were in public housing. 


The following table outlines their reactions:— 


TABLE 24: POSSIBILITY OF SAVING AND ADVAKCEMENT BY PROJECT 


PROJECT COMPLETS OPP- SOIE Ne) LACK OF POSSI~ ONLY MAINTAINED 
ORTUNITY FOR POSSIBILITY COMIEMT BILITY. JUST STANDARD LIVING 
SAVING AND MAINTATR. Stitt. BY Conk TD 
ADVANCEMENT DARD LIVING DEBT 

SOUTH REGENT # 12 10 16 16 4 

PARK ys fe vise OT Lb eA IM ws 6.9 

LAWRENCE if 31° 23 6 38 10 

HEIGHTS % 23,7 PAUP. 5.5 3562 9.3 

TOTAL if 43 33 22 5h 1h 

% 25.9 19.9 13.3 32.5 8.4 


It is interesting to note that 1.3 out of every 4 ex-tenants felt that they 


had been able to save money and enhance their chances of buying their own home, 


On the other hand, slightly less than 10% of the respondents felt that they had 


gone: into debt because of public housing and were worse off than before, 


The feeling of dissatisfaction is mostly a reaction to the rent scale which 


provides that people with larger incomes although they pay the same proportion of 


their income for rent obviously p2y more rent than families on lesser incomes. In 
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fact one of the purposes of the scale is to ret people out of public housing as 
they approach an income which will permit them to cet into the private market, 
if a normal project distribution wes found among femilies strongly dissatisfied 
61.8% of them would be earning more than 300.00 per month. In fact 71.4% of these 


families earn more then §300.0C per month, 


At the other end of the income scale families who have to pay the minimum 
rent can be paying too large a pronortion of their income for rent. This accounts 
for some of the strong diss-tisfaction of the femilies esrning vnder $299.00 per 
month es 50% of them were veying the minimum rent, These f-milie s sre the ones 
most adversely affected by the rent scrle. However, the depree of strong discontent 
does not anperr -s great as might be expected. 

Generally speeking a majority of the frmilies replying were setisfied with 
the chance for saving found in public housing, However, = comp>rison between the 
projects is msde difficult by the number of South Regent Park tenants who did 
not say anything. If this carn be »ssumed to be e messure of lack of discontent 
the ex-residents of the covmto-m Project “ere more setisfied then those in the 
suburb-n project os 34.5% expressed dissatisfaction in South Regent Prrk compared 
to 43.5% in Lawrence Heichts. Cn the other hend 29.75 of the frmilies in Lawrence 
Heights expressed complete satisfaction compered to South Regent Perk's 20.7% 

The difference in the measurement of dissstisf-ction can be explained in part 
at least, by the higher minimim($48,00) shelter rent in Lawrence Heights as comper ed 
to South Regent Prrk(%3C.CC). However, the 60% higher minimum rent did not create 


a proportionately higher dissatisfaction as expected. 
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It would seem that public housing is doinr a measure of its job of helping 
people to seve end set aherd, at le-st in the opinion of ex-residents. Those of 
higher income remember. that their rent incressed 23 their income incre2sed until 
they felt they were pying too much. This too is one of the vurposes of public 
housing, i.e. : to house peonle who cannot afford to house themselves in the 
privete market prices. In the eyes of the ex-tenant, the high rent they hed to 
pey as their income increased leaves them with a personel feeling of dissetisfaction. 
But the move-out retes caused by this f-ctor are what cublic housing is supposed 
to achieve, 

Finelly °n effort was made to ret -t the attitudes these fomilies had towards 
public housing efter they left it. They were -sked whether or not they would 
recommend »mublic housing to friends of theirs if these friends were in the seme 
position they were before they moved in. From this direct cuestion the interviewer 
endeavoured to fet a general resnonse towards sublic *ousing. The following Table 
gives the results:- 


TABLE 25:— AN ATTITULE TO ARDS FUBLIC MOUSING 


Bi PROJACT. 


NOJECT PUDLIC: HOUSING, PUBLIC HCUSING PUBLIC HOUSING NO PUBLIC NO 
NECESSARY Ch DISIRABLE FOR -.LIMETED To HOUSING ANS TER 
A L.NGE SCALi THOSE TO CAN MmLPARL Fait Iss 
LOT PROVIDE FOR 


THONSELVLS 


SOUTH # 14 22 6 5 11 


REGENT % Piel Pye 10,4 8.6 19.0 
PARK 

LAWRENCE # Le Sy 4 12 3 
HEIGHTS % bhed 267) 12.9 ree =2.8 


62 53 20 Ly 14 


TOTAL # 
% Stes 31.9 122 1Oe2 aL, 
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Because of the large percentage (over 5%) of "No Answers" the ratios were 
developed only for those persons who responded, 


TABLE 25B:-— ATTITULE TOWARDS PUBLIC HOUSING OF ‘LL FAMIITES “THO RES-ONZED, BY 


e a 
ell aaa PROJECT. 
PROJECT PUBLIC HOUSING PUBLIC HOUSING PUBLIC HY SING NO PUBTIC 
NECESSARY ON DESIRABLE FOR LIMITED TO HOUSING 
LARGE SCALE FAMILIES WHO TELFARE 
CAN'T PROVIDE 
S UTH % 29.8 L4.2 12 9p 10.6 
REGLNT 
PARK 
LA ‘RENCE % operas 29.5 CPE 1135 
HSIGHTS 
TOTAL vis LOS Shey ee ak ge 


2S can be seen the re-ction to ~ub’ic housing ss - service they wonld 
recommend is very mich the seme in hoth Projects, Avproximtelyv 3 sut of every 4 
families felt th-t public housine hes 2 l-rge role to plav in housing femilies. 
Interestingly enough more ex-tenants from Lewrence Heirhts felt that it shorvld be 
provided on © Irrcee scele. On the other hend more of the tenents »t South Rerent 
Perk feel it shovld be provided for people who c*nnot »rovide housing for themselves, 

Only one family out of nine felt thet there shold be no public housing at 
all, Despite 311 the various diss‘ tisf-ctions indic-ted throurhout this study it 
would annesr thet onlv 11.°% of these frmilies cme avey with a continuing strong 
dislike for public housing. 

In the opinion of the users »nublic housing hes helned them at © time of neec, 
By fr the l-rgest percent-ge of these f-nilies recognize thet public housing has 
a pert in housing Canedien frmilies, If this is true of the volunt-rv nove-outs, 


it seems most logicel to sssume thet the f-ni*ies who st-yv in nublie honsing are 
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generally satisfied and find thet it meets their needs. 

FAMILIES \JHO LEFT PUBLIC HOUSING INVOLUNTARILY, 

For the purposes of this study families who left public housing involunterily 
include not unly those families who were evicted, but also families who "skipped 
out" without giving proper notice, Generally spesking, the families who left 
involunterily did so because of bad rent naying cheracteristics, Onlv 2 smell 
number of these families were evicted for reasons other then non-payment of rent 
and all of those who "skipped out" did so beceuse of rental erreers, 

Because these families left the projects feeling strongly diss-tisfied with 
the administretion of whlic housing, it wes reslized that thev might be herd 
to interview re their setisfections and dissatisfactions, However, wh>t became 
clear -fter this study began wes the very sketchy informtion the »vroject offices 
hed regarding forwsrding addresses, plece of emoi,ment, etc. It was found that of 

87 families only 9 or 10 could be traced, When interviews were attempted, they 
proved impossible to obtain beceuse of the strong feeling against public housing 
administration. 

Therefore, all that wes vossible under these circumstances was to use 
composite nictures of these families i.e., their family composition, source 
of income, age, etc. in order to see whether or not there wes some rattern thet 
emerged, 

It is probably safe to sey thet these families reoresented a fair proportion 
of the "tréubled" end certainly "troublesome" families in the housing projects. 
Certain stereotype seen to have grown up over the years ahout what constitutes 


a "troubled and/or troublesome" family. Usually they are conceived by the ;eneral 
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public at least, to be families receiving some sort of public assistance on a very 
low income. Often there is supposed to he a separation or a divorce and the .parents 
are supposed to be young with an unusually large number of children, 

Before going into the analysis ef the data a description of the Authority's 
method of giving a family a notice to vacate should be discussed, At no time can 
the Project Manager evict a family without the decision being subject to review, 

At the time of the study the Supervisor of Project Management and the Executive 
Director had to approve any request to evict a family for non-payment of rent or 
falsification of income return. Usually all possible sources of assistance for the 
payment were tried before a notice was issued, In the case of a false income return 
the tenant was given every chance to show he had not deliberately defrauded the 
Authority. 

In the case of eviction for other reasons such as immoral behaviour, the re- 
guest of the manager to evict was subject not only to General Office Senior Staff 
review, but automatically, it was placed before the Tenant Relations Committee of 
the Authority for its decision. This decision was subject to the approval of the 
Housing Authority. Thus every effort is made to avoid eviction and other avenues 
are explored before any such action takes place. 

Thus the tenants who are evicted do not at any time represent the complete 
bank of "troubled or troublesome" families in the Project. It is recognized that 
these families must be helped to help themselves as every eviction is in a sense 
an admission of failure on the part of public housing administration and policy. 

The families represented here are those who for one reason or another could not find 
a place in public housing. These are the families that the public housing policy 


of 1960-1961 could not help. 


ih: ee a = 
steshrodsua af? 20 poliazwoaad 5 ata Sia 
mao omit on 4A Seca a en oy o¢ 90k } | 
omakvet ot toatdae grited paretoy wd 0d ht wt ; 
“vbtoomnst odd baa dremesscte’l toatort 28 
a snot Yo serge not tLinst » Ros ot supa al 


aft <o? sonptatasa ‘to eeotu9e eldtanos {is wiLaued - mm 
mugor swoon! eels?) a to sase of? at edoriced 2BW olson #4 


ott Bebuerteh yfletersdifeh ton bed ad wode oF aonade wIsy 

| ' nee “9 Bh ae 

-o% Sits fuolvajed Iatomnt aa foue amosast tensa tot aot tobve to oes 9 ‘a 
Viste moines softty Leraqe) at vino ton coat dire naw tekve ot seyenan 
2e esitinred anoiteLsi tasne7 sft oroted beoalg paw tk vyLiacktamodus “a bed 
é4¢ Yo Ievoreyzys oid ot tootdve as noftetoab eid? Tolaieeb adi ot ys itor 


esrrevs tarito bap moitotvs hiovs o¢ ebem al Iyo3te ‘reve audT. ove 


tarit besimmooer et JL .tost, ot? aft nk aeiLimst “smoeeiduors 10 sation 


aenee2 2 ot at moltetve wisvs as geviesmedd qied of beqied od Jaum estLknet coal 


ovatlog bua noisatteiaimbsa gnteod off ais to txaq ot ao suttel To orn i | 
br 
brit tan bIvoo neddous 10 Nomset ano ot ondw gnodt ova sted boineaerqee MARR 
iv a ty 
wehfog satewod offsuy sit tadt astiimst eft ets seadT .artevon okiduq nt conta # 


etied tom biyoo LaL-O8RL : de 


ee 


~ 64 - 


The data to he presented in this section will be done so by Project. As 
explained béfore, Youth Regent P=rk is a downtown redevelopment section project 
where all femilies ere fully subsidized. Lawrence Heights is 2 suburben vacant 
lend project where the tenants are only pertially subsidized. One other factor 
which m-kes for a difference is th=t South Regent Park contains a number of 
"priority" f-milies. These families lived on the site in October 1954 prior to 
demolition and were granted an absolute rirht of r kousing if they so desired. 

One hundred end forty-eirht "priority" femilies were rehoused in Youth Regent 
Perk being 20.2% of the 732 wnits. Sime of the families were among the frmilies w. 
who were evicted or skipped out in the ye>r under study -nd they -re separated out 
in the following data, As well certsin edministrative practices differ in the 
Projects. These #ffect the interpretation of the deta. 

LAWRENCE HEIGHTS: INVOLUNT*RY LOVE-OUTS 

Of the 173 femilies who moved out of this project in 1960 - 37 or 27.1% were 
sither evicted or "skipped" out. These families represe:ted 4.5% of the project 
families, In that yerr, 24 families were evicted and the remaining 23 "skipped out". 
If rent arrears wes the prime reeson for these families lenving the project it 
would anpesr that (a) their income wes so low thet the $4@,00 minimum shelter rent 

might represent too large 4 proportion of their income or (bo) it was so high that 
they would be in the position of heving to ory e "penelty" rent. There also seems 
to be the possibility thet a variety of individual fectors such as debt, illness, 


ete., affected their rent prying ability to the point that they felt thet they 


just could not pay it. 
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TABLE 26:- FAMILY INCOME RANGE LAWRENCE HEICHTS EVICTION & SKIP-OUTS 1960. 


INCOME RANGE EVICTED FAMIUIES SKIP-OUT FAMILIES TOTAL 

0-199 > an L 17.4 9 1961 
200-249 4 Le? 2 eral 7 1469 
250-299 6 25.0 : Le? BS aah 
300-349 7 ee 7 30.4 anh 29.8 
350 & 2 8.3 A 17-4 6 12.8 


Of the families who voluntari’ moved out of Lewrence Heights nesrly 38% eamed 
under $300.00 per. tonth, On the other hend 57.4% of all the involuntery move-out 
families earned under %3CC.O0C per month. On the average, the voluntary move-outs 
earned $305.00 per month, which w3s well above the Project average, the involuntery 
move-outs h-d an averege family income of %274.00,well below the project average. 
This seems to indicate thet this ce-tegory of move-out femitics hes less income 
and seem less copsble of berring a fixed proportion of its income for rent. Any 
stress of unusuel debt scems likely to put f-milies in 3 situation whcre they are 
unable to meet their ordinery d*y-to-dsv payments such as rent, food etc, 

According to this tsble a large proportion of the evicted femilies were earning 
under $3C0.00 per month when compared to the "ski out" families. In fact 62,5% of 
the evicted families earned under this figure. This would appear to support the 
assumption thet the lower income brought about rent arrear problems ceused by the 
minimum rent. On the other hand, it would appear that a number of "skip-outs" 
occurred because of the higher rents that pertained at and beyond the top end of 
the scale, 


As most of these femilies left because of inability to pey the rents it seems 
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Clear that the present rent to income worked some hardship upon these families at 
the lower end of the scale. It also served to precipitate a sudden move on the 
part of some of these families as they approached the maximum income limits and 
were paying a rent they felt they could not afford. 

The low average income of this group of families should indicate that a fair 
percentage were on some form of public assistance. If not, this group would seem 


to contain a goodly number of low income self-supporting families. 


TABLE 273 SOURCE OF IN@® ME OF H AD OF HOUSEHOLD 


SOURCE EVICTED TENANTS SKIP-OUT TENANTS TOTAL 
# % it % # % 
Municipal Welfare 2 8.3 ZL 4.3 3 6.4 
Mothers! Allowance @) fe) 2 Se7 2 hed 
Augmented by Public 
Assistance 2 S53 2 B.7 L B55 
Self—Supporting 20 83.4 18 1843 28 80,8 


In the Lawrence Heights Project the number of families wholly or partly on 
tlothers' Allowance and Municipal Welfare has been limited to 15% of all the families 
in the Project. Ten percent of them are Limited to municipal assistance and five 
percent to Mothers! Allowance. Very rarely has the number of families in these 
categories been as many as allowed and in 1960 the 15% maximum was not reached. 

It is interesting to note that 19.2% of all the families who involuntarily left 
the project were in this category. 

On the other hand, by far the large majority of involuntary move-outs were 
self-supporting families, Of the twenty-seven earning under 300.00 per month only 
nine or 1/3 of them were in the public assistance category. The remaining eighteen 


families represent 38.3% of all involuntary move-outs which seems te 
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reinforce the concept that the lower income frmilies in public housing -re most 
likely to get into a rent arreer sitmotion as a result of any finenciel pressure. 
this picture comes throurh cven more clecrly when only the income of the head 


of the household is taken into considerati: n, 


TABLE 27:— INCOM: OF H=..D OF MOUSEHOLD ~ INVOLUNT..RY 10VE-OUTS 


MONTHLY INCOME EVICTED FAMILIES SKIP-OUT FAMILIES TOTAL 
it i it h # % 
0-199 7 37.5 6 abel — 35 31.9 
200-21,9 0 3 1 ish I 242 
250-299 11 45.9 7 30.4 18 38.3 
300-349 2 8.3 7 300 = 9 19.1 
350 2 be 2 8.7 ok 8.5 


It would a -pesr that the income of the head of the household is substantially 
less than family income being $259.00 per month as against the $274.00 femily 
income, This difference is accounted for lergely by the fact thst Family ‘.llowances 
were considered part of income at that time. ‘het is certain is that the heads of 
these families are definitely in the low income group. It would continue to enpear 
thet it is the very low income femilies who sre being evicted or who "skip out" 
lergely because their low income does not allow them any leeway in the present 
rent geared to income situation. 

Earlier we stated that the "stereotvned" families who are ¢ problem (a) are 
on low income(probably on some form of public essistance) (b) large, with a lot 
of young children and (c) having perents who probably are not living together. So 


far it would appear thet these femilies who have caused problems ere of low income 
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and comprise more than an average distribution of those f-milies that receive some 


sort of nublic assistance, 


AGE 
T.BLE 2&:— Gi OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD INVOLUNT..RY MOVE-OUTS 
aGR RANGE YEARS EVICTED FiITLIES OKIP-OUT FAMILIES TOTAL 
i iF # 
19 0 3 1 
20-2 af 1 2 
25-29 6 ‘ 13 
30-79 10 Pe 22 
LO-L9 5 1 6 
50-59 2 zB 3 
60-6), - ~ - 
65-69 - 4 - 
70 - - - 
AVERAGE AGE 36.2 yeers 32.5 years 34.2 years 


The average age of the head of household is 34.2 years which seems quite low 
ecnsidering that 20% of the housing units in the Project sre probably occupied by 
older persons, What is *lso significant is the fact that the averece age of 
"skip-out" family herds is nearly 4 yeers less than the age of evicted family 
he-ds. These data would seem to indicate that the families which are troublesome 
to the administration ere young end thrt the youngér troublesome families when 
they get into rent rrrears sre more likely to "skip-out" on their obligation then 
the older families in this cotegory, 

Another essumption thet might be mde is that frmilies with a relatively . 
large number of chi’dren can crerte problems for the administration and if on 
low income could be more troubled perticularly ebout financial stress, In this 
area there is little difference between the "skip-cut" and evicted families. - In 
both cases the a¥erage size family is 5.04 persons and the average mumber of childre: 


is 3.14. The average size of involuntary move-out families is well in excess of 
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ay: oo 
the average size family in Lawrence Heights which is 4.4 persons. 

As far as age of children is concerned 48.6% ef all children in the involuntary 
move—out families were five years old and under. This compares to a Project average 
of 40%. As can be seen, there are more young children in these families than the 
average of the Project, When compering evicted families to the average, 52.7% of 
the children in the evicted families are in the 5 and under category while only LhehS 
of the "skip-out" family children are five years old and under, These data seem to 
indicate that these families contain a large number of very young children with the 
evicted families having even more young children than the other category. It would 
appear that these children decrease the ability of the families to move quickly and 
they are evicted rather than skipping out. 

MARITAL STATUS 

The final aspect to be studied is the marital status. It hes been assumed 
both here and in the United States that"broken" families form a large percentage of 
families who create problems in public housing. If the assumption that evicted 
families and "skip—out" families are the ones who create most of the problems for 
administration is correct, these families should contain a number of separated, 
divorced or widowed heads. 

In fact 40 er 87.2% of these families are “whole” with both husband and wife 
present. Three have a widowed head, three are led by a separated wife and one by 
a diverced wife. ‘nm this case the stereotype does not seem to hold up, in fact the 
concept that famale—led families contribute a large number of "problem" families 
seems to be negated. The data are not sufficient to be conclusive, but certainly 


the very strong indication is that this segment at least of "problem" families 
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contains a large number of whole families. 

From this d=ta it would appear thet families who involuntarily move from the 
Lawrence Heights Project ere economically poorer than the average for the Project, 
“hey cortain more children than the average for the rroject and it is most likely 
thet both parents will be there. !o a large degree this description fits the 
picture of the kind of family that nublic housing is built to help. Social 
reasons caused a minority of these moves 2nd this seems to call for a total 


community approach to the problems of these families. Housing alone does not seem 


to help. 
INVOLUNTARY MOVE-OUTS - SOUTH REGENT PARK 


Of the 118 families who moved out of this project in 1960 40 or 33.9% either 
were evicted or "skipped out". These families represent 5.5% of all project 
families. It is true as in Lawrence Heights that the large majority of these 
families left because of rent arrears or difficulty with rental payments. In 
the period under study 18 families were evicted while 22 families "skipped out", 


INCOME 


TABLE 29: FAMILY INCOME OF EVICTED AND SKIP-OUT FAMILIES 1960 
INCOME RANGE EVICTED FAMILIES SKIP-OUT FAMILIES TOPAT 
PER MONTH 
$ # h 4 4 # d 
O -— 199 6 33553 6 ates iz 30,0 
200 — 2h9 S 1637 3 13,6 6 1520 
250 - 299 h On Se 6 a ge. 10 Le 
300 —- 349 a) 16.7 2 9.1 5 1235 
350 2 i Be 5 ff Wes °j 1765 


Of the fifty-eight families who volunt-rily left the Project tventy—five or 


43.1% earned under $300.CC per month, On the other hand 70,0% of all the involun- 
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tary move-outs earned under $300.CC per month. On the average the voluntary move— 
outs earned 292.00 per month which is well above the Project average of $267.00, 
The involuntary move-out average of 261.00 per month is below the average family 
income for the Project as a whole. This reinforces the view that these families 


are in the lower income segment of the project population. 


In South Regent Park unlike Lawrence Heights the proportion of evicted families 
earning under $300.00 per month was not significantly larger than the proportion 
of "skip-out" families earning under %300.00 per month. The difference between 
the two categories in Lawrence Heights indicated that the evicted families ran 
into difficulties with paying the minimum shelter rent of $48.00 per month. South 
Regent Park data seems to bear this out as the lower minimum shelter rent of *30.00 


did not place the same pressure on those families at the bottom end of the scale, 


On the other hand, the relatively high percentage of the "skip-out" families 
earning over $350,00 per month indicates that the pressure of the penalty rent 
which occurs at #375.00 per month in South Regent Park caused a number of these 


families to "flit", 


In South Regent Park the rent scale seems to work to get over- 
income families out of the Project one way or another. However, the fact that a 
certain number of them "skip-out" when the penalty rent comes due might argue for 
a different method of application i.e. several months notice so they can find 
alternative accommodation and leave the Authority having given the proper notice. 
South Regent Park data also serve to support the conclusion that the rent to income 


scale is very difficult for the poorer families to carry and inevitably some succumb 
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to the pressures of other financial obligations and go into debt and are unable 
to meet the rental payment, To date,public housing in this country has not found 


a way to assist these families few in number though they may be. 


Turning now to the auestion of how many of these families were on some form 
of public assistance the following table applies:— 


TABLE 30: SOURCE OF INCOME HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 


SOURCE EVICTED FAMILIES SKIP-OUT FAMILIES TOTAL 

# % a % # % 
Municipal Welfare 5 Zia 5 PPA 10 2540 
Mother's Allowance @) - Zz oe. 23 Sa 
Augmented by Public 
Assistance _ - 3 ant 3S tee 
Self-supporting 13 Veme 12 Shed 25 62.5 


In South Regent Park the number of families wholly or partly on municipal 
welfare and Mother's Allowance has been limited to 10% of all project families on 
municipal welfare and 10% on Mother's Allowance. The 20% has been exceeded by 
 - 6% during most of the life of the Project. However, among the involuntary 
move-outs, 37.5% of all these families are on these forms of public assistance, 
It is obvious that families in these categories are more likely to be evicted or 
to skip out than normal distribution would provide, even recognizing the paucity 


of the present data, 


This picture is true in South Regent Park even where the rent of municipal 
welfare families is paid direct to the Housing Authority by the Welfare Department 
of the City of Toronto. This would indicate that the 5 families in this category 
who were evicted were given notice to vacate because of anti-social behaviour or 


poor housekeeping. It is also interesting to note that three of these families 
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were "priority" families and had an absolute right to re-housing. It would appear 
to be true that a small percentage of the families who came out oe "slum" housing 
could not rehabilitate themselves in the new environment. These families, added 

to the number of so-called "problem" families that normally accrue in public housing 


account for a large percentage of the evicted families on municipal welfare, 


When comparing the income of the head of family with family income, the average 
income of the heads is 5235.0C per month, compared with the 5261.00 average for this 
family. Again it comes through clearly that the very low income families are the 
ones that find themselves faced with eviction on a proportionately higher ratio 
than they exist in the Project. The difference between family income and head of 
household income can be accounted for entirely by Family Allowances which were 
considered part of family income at that time, The statements made ahout any 
economic stress upsetting the eouilibrium of these families applies as well to 
South Regent Park as Lawrence Heights, Although in South Regent Park as at Lawe 
rence Heights other factors than rent arrears seem to play a part both in evictions 


and skip-outs, 
AGE OF FAMILY 


The eee age of the head of the family in all involuntery move-outs was 
37.6 years. The average are of all evicted families was 41.7 years and all skip-— 
out families 35.4 years. These are somewhat above average is the Project and are 
skewed because of the 6 priority families found in the number of evicted. The 
average age of this group is 48.7 years. ‘Jith this croup removed the average age 


for involuntery move-out families is reduced to 35.8 years. 
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It would appear that generally this grouv of families is somewhat older than 
the compsrable Lawrence Heights group. As well, the skip-out families tend tobe 
younger than the evicted families, ‘shen the priority families are removed the 
difference in age between the two groups disappears. Becavse of the small sample 


the priority families have a large effect on the data, 


SIZE OF FAMILY 

The average size family in the group of involuntary move-outs is 5.7 which is 
somewhat more than the average for all families in the Project, which is 5.4 per— 
sons, The average number of children is 3.7 for these families ss against 3.5 for 
the Project. The skip-out families appear smaller and have more children than the 


evicted group. 


The average size family for the evicted group is 5.72 as against 5.63 for the 
skip-outs, while the number of children is 3.53 for the evicted group as against 


3.77 for the skip-out group, 


This discrepancy is explained by the presence of the priority families among 
the evicted group, These families have as many adults (2.65 on the average) as 
children. It would appear that the priority group among the evicted families is 
older, has as many adults as children, is of low income and contains a higher per-— 
centage of families dependent upon public assistance than is usual even among the 


involuntary move-out group. 


If this group is extracted, the remaining families more nearly fit the 
stereotype of being young with a lot of children (6.2 children) many of whom are 
under five years old. These families are of low income, with a somewhat higher 


than normal distribution of families on public assistance, 


‘Ob ote T,2 at edyo-svom yrsinufovnt to qe arts wt vt me 
~wteg A.¢ ef dofdw, gtootoml edt at eciiinst ifs 10% 


; a Ae, 


“fot 2.€ seiteys ec astline? seed 10% Tee at notbLide to, 


‘SAP tot §d.2.daahage es ST. 2k avery botoive on? ‘tot vate stn Seip ott rt ' i 
' denbeys-2s quory batotve..cdt sok €8.f-et aothh ina tov “pocimst ont Ofte yetung bis a 


_ attos, toi outs 902 TE - 


(om be 
“Eneme esi Lims? we att to Soneeeng sit wd bontslqxe ek Toman aiaT " 


‘aa (onetavg- edt mo 34.5) aiiphs xiem es oved asiLimat al Ory, 


. fie 
ae tae a 3 oe 
ee 


is 


- Sf mebLime?, Satoiva ext. artoms quer, ~titoim, add tect sagen b Lee #, vnebL do 
Sey: asdate 2 ‘entsdpes..oae esoont wol To et otters a5 bic 3s werert es ead blo 
Ot Nmons neve, Farag af red, aongdetees of {din soxts supbnogab sottinst 2 agesnoe 


sqsors #ue-ovom we 
SO IEt-efteen oto esl l inst Battal sey sis cbodoortin ef query eidt T° —_ 


7 eae more Qe-yniin (aesbl to. 5.3) pesblido To. tol 8 fis iw sage atted to eqytosnode 
‘abig tet Jertwomoe. s.ddty aamoont. wol to aa, ook Ltast veo ablo eTASy ov soba 


i 


- Sometetees obldug no, seltinst a, olga inset ano edt 


si Gy i 


When marital status is discussed 3) families or 85% are whole families, 2 or 
5% are led by a widowed mother, 4 or 10% by separated women, There ere no divorced 
women heads in the froup. Even among the priority group five of the six families 
have both parents present, It would again appear that this part of the stereotype 


i.e. troublesome families are likely to be "broken" does not apply. 
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CHAPTER VII: FAMILIES WHO REFUSED HOUSING 

To the administrators of public housing families in apparent need who refuse 
housing have always presented somewhat of a mystery. It is difficult to understand 
why families should refuse an offer of adenuate housing at reasonable rental rates. 
The rate of refusal always serves to confuse any measurement of apparent demand 
for public housing accommodation, One of the purposes of this study was to inter-— 
view the families who refused offers of public housing in 1960 and 1961 to see if 
any pattern resulted from the answers, If such a pattern emerged it was hoped that 
at least two things would result: (a) an understanding of why some families in 
need refuse accommodation and (b) a clear enough picture would emerge so that some 


prognosis of the success of an offer of housing could be mde, 


The families who absolutely refused offers do not include the very large 
group of families who completely disappear from the Authority's ken, for a while 
at least, because they move end do not inform the Authority of their new address, 
Nor do they include families who contact the Authority to get their name off the 
waiting list because they heve solved their own housing need. The same can also 


be said of the latter group, 


The group under consideration are those families who absolutely refused 
offers of housing during the yesrs 1960-1961. In other words, the Authority con- 
sidered their need great cnough to meke an offer, In fact, in some of these situa- 
tions as many as three separate offers had been made only to be met by a refusal 
each time. During the years under discussion the number of families who re jected 


public housing in this manner numbered 151. 
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While this may scem a small number of cases, and appear little cause for con- 
cern, an understanding of the reasons why families refuse housing and who these 
families are, is important for a variety of reasons, For one, the ‘uthority feels 
that the number of families in this category has been on the increase in the past 
year (1962), Also, although the actual cost of processing an application is not 
known, it can be assumed to be a considerable amount, Therefore, every refusal 
represents a certain waste of money which might possibly be avoided if the reasons 


for refusal were understood. 


Seventy-four families, or 47.1% were interviewed. As they were relatively 
easily found it would seem safe to assume that the sample represents the less 
mobile families. However, the size of the sample seems large enough to justify 
assuming that these data are reliable, Therefore, the following conclusion 


should have some velidity. 


The total number of persons involved in this group of families was 258, of 
whom 137 were adults and 121 were children under eighteen years of age. This 
means that the average size family was 3.5 persons containing 1.8 adults and 1.7 
children, This compares with the average size family at 5.4 at South Regent Park 
containing 3.5 children and 1.9 adults, and the average size family at Lawrence 


Heights of 4.4 containing 2.6 children and 1.8 adults, 


What is obvious from this description and comparison is that the families who 
refuse housing are likely to be of a smaller size and have substantially less 
children than those who are housed. In fact, only 15% of all the families who 
refused contained 6 persons or more. What is also certain is that the ratio of 
child to adult in the families who refuse is less than 1 to 1 compared to the 3 


to 2 ratio at South Regent Park and 24 to 2 ratio at Lawrence Heights, 
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From these data it would appear that the smaller families even though in need 
may turn down an offer of housing. This is probably true because they can more 
easily solve their need in the private market. Any barrier that may exist in 
privete housing egainst children would not be as applicable in these cases as in 


the larger families. 


Turning to income, the data are obscured by the fact that seventeen or 22.9% 
of all the respondents would not divulge this information. Thus income data is 
based upon a sample of 57 families or 37.7% of the total universe. However, the 


sample seems large enough to warrant interpretation of the data, 


The average income of these families wes $275.00 per month, being somewhat 
more than the average income for South Regent Park and somewhat less than the 
average at Lawrence Heights, Of all the families who responded to the income 


question 37 or 64.9% earned under $300.00 per month, 


From this data it is clear that the majority of the families had incomes low 
enough to fit into public housing, Because the rent scale used in public housing 
accrues to the benefit of the larger families to the degree that they pay %1.00 
per month less rent for every child, it would seem reasonable that the seven families 
who earned more than $350.00 per year might pay more rent than they felt they 
should, because of the small size of their families, Without looking further into 
the matter it is difficult to account for the refusals of the other families on 


income alone, if it is assumed that the present rent scale extracts a reasonable 


proportion of the income for rent. 
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The ouality of housing occupied by these families was examined, The followirg 
tables indicate the kind of units occupied and the condition of these units:- 


TABLE 31: TYPE OF PHYSICAL ACCOMMODATION OCCUPIED BY FAMILIES "THO REFUSED 


TYPE HOUSE APARTMENT FLAT ROOM 
Number 17 29 21 v4 
Percentage 22.9 39.2 2803 9.6 


As by definition neither flats nor rooms have self-contained bathroom facilities 
and possibly cooking facilities, it mst be assumed that the families who occupied 
these units were inadequately housed. Although no index of overcrowding was used, 
it would appear likely to assume that at least the 7 families who each occupied a 
room would appear to be overcrowded. Thus, 37.9% of refusal families were inade- 
quately housed assuming that the 62.1% of these families who occupied houses or 


apartments occupied units with good physical standards, 


Table 32 indicates the physical condition of the units occupied by the res— 
pondents at the time of interview:-— 


TABLE 32: PHYSICAL CONDITION OF ACCOMODATION OCCUPIED BY FAMILIES “JHO REFUSED 


RATING BACELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR NOT RATED 
Number 8 25 ZY 15 5 
Percentage 10.8 35.56 28.4 2043 bs? 


It is clear that the majority who refuse public housing live in accommodation 
that is physically less than good, This indicates that not only are the flats 
and rooms inadequate because of sharing of facilities and overcrowding, but a 
number of the apartments and houses occupied must be in poor physical shape, It 
is difficult to understand why 48.7% of all the refusal families elect to remain 


in poor or at best fair accommodation. 
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Some of the families have moved since they refused an offer in public housing 
but nearly half (36) have stayed in the same situation that was deemed inadequate 
by the Housing Authority when it made its offer. This is significantly the same 
number as the number of femilies living in fair or poor accommodetion. While the 
relationship may not be that exact, it would appear safe to assume that many of 
the families living in excellent and good accommodation moved there after the 
public housing offer was made. This would lead to the conclusion that some of 
these families have been able to satisfy their need in the private housing market. 
The concern must remain about the large number of families who prefer inadequate 


housing to living in public housing, 


The following table indicates the reasons the families gave for refusing the 
offer, All the reasons total more than 74 as several families gave more than one 
reason for their refusal of the public housing unitss— 


TABLE 33: REASONS GIVEN BY RESPONDENT FAMILIES FOR REFUSING PUBLIC HOUSING 


LACK OF PHYSICAL WRONG RULES AND RENT SOCIAL FAMILY 
TRANSPORTATION CONDITION TYPE OF REGULATIONS STIGMA REASON 
AND OTHER OF UNIT UNIT 

FACILITIES 

# 25 he uae 9 h2 16 7 
ars La? 9.6 tad 36.8 14,0 79 


In descending order of number of answers the reasons for refusal were as 
follows:- 1) rent; 2) lack of transportation and other facilities; 3) feeling 
of social stigma; 4) wrong type of unit, i.e. apartment insteac of house; 5) rules 
and regulations, i.e. no pets, etc. 6) family reasons, i.e. could not take brother 
etc. 7) condition of unit i.e. unit reouired painting. The first two reasons 4c- 


count for 58.7% of all reasons for refusal. 
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It is clear that the single largest reason for refusal was the amount of rent 
that had to be paid in public housing. Most of these families felt that public 
housing rent should be less than what they paid for their present accommodation, 
no matter how inadequate that accommodation might be. The fect that they would 
have to pay more for public housing meant that their budget would be upset by this 
extra payment, No matter how superior public housing accommodation is when com- 
pared to what they already occupy, they feel that their limited income means they 
could not afford it or else they do not wish to give up other things. These fam 
ilies are ouite surprised when low rental public housing does not turn out to have 


as low a rent as they expect, 


As a component of rent which accounted for some of the refusals was the amount 
of extra payment necessary to get into public housing. Not only is the first 
month's rent expected in advance, so is a Security Deposit against damage. This, 
coupled with possibly 2 deposit for hydro and water, depending upon the municipality 
in which the housing is locsted, and moving costs could mean an initial payment 
well in excess of one hundred dollers, Many of these families felt they could 
not raise this amount of money anc, therefore, they could not afford to move into 


public housing. 


The second largest reason given for refusing public housing centred around 
the lack of facilities such as transportation, Most public housing families rely 
on public transportation for their means of getting to and from work or hospital, 
The fact that such facilities are lacking or are more costly because of the subur- 
ban two fares, could mean that they may refuse an offer of public housing, Where 
offers were made for a specific project almost twice as many families (23) refused 


Lawrence Heights than South Regent Park (13). 
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Enough families refused the downtown location for this reason to warrant the 
assumption that certain families must be located near where they work or in some 
cases near other facilities which they use. If this is not carried out it can re- 
sult in refusals, On the other hand, it is another complication in an already 


complicated temant selection procedure, 


The third reason given for refusal was the social stigma attached to public 
housing by the rest of the community, As can be seen, it is a poor third well 
behind the other two reasons. The feeling of stigma does not seem to be attached 
to a particular project. In fact, where the project offered was known, the same 
number of families (5) gave this reason for refusing Lawrence Heights as gave it 


for refusing South Regent Park. 


The assumption made on the part of the research group was that this feeling 
would express itself more against the downtown project than the suburban project. 
This does not seem to be true. The rejection seems to be of large, easily identified 
public housing projects, which, according to these families, are looked down upon 
by their neighbours in the community at large. While the percentage of refusals 
for this reason does not seem very large, it indicates that such a feeling is pre- 


valent and is standing between some families and their residence in public housing. 


The other reasons for refusal are somewhat less important but also more dif- 
ficult to deal with administratively. The fact that a family desires a house al-~ 
though it consists of only 3 persons, mkes it impossible for the Authority which 
only has two - bedroom apartments and no two — bedroom houses, tc satisfy 


this desire. A wider portfolio of units would be helpful and 
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here, as well as for those families who prefer anonymity, such a device as the 


(1) 


Rent Certificate Plan is useful. However, not all family housing desires 


can be met and a certain number of refusals for this reason can be expected. 


The Authority cannot be expected to help families who are wuneble to accept 
the application of certain rules such as the prohibition of dogs and cats in 
apartments, These rules which apply in private as well as public housing are made 
for the convenience of all the residents and cannot be abrogated for individual 


cases except in very special circumstances, 


What should be done if possible is locating these attitudes beforehand and 


not making the offer if the applicant feels so strongly that he will not change, 


Nor can the Authority expect to help families where for family reasons such 
as death, disagreement between husband and wife, etc, the offer of housing is 
refused, It would appear that a certain number of refusals for these reasons will 


occur no matter what safeguards are adopted, 


The final reason for refusal is of such a small order that it can be considered 
negligible. As long as the Authority staff is certain that the unit is in a clean 
state and is one into which a family can move with a minimum of clean-up afterwards, 
such refusals should remain negligible. In the two refusals which occurred this 


probably masked a desire not to move at all. 


(1) The Rent Certificate Plan is at present operated by the Metropolitan Toronto 
Housing Authority under an agreement with the Province of Ontario. The Authorit; 

rents units on the private market paying a fixed negotiated rent and then rents 

these units to families in need of public housing on a rent geared to income scale. 
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One other point was made by fifteen of the seventy-four families. These fami- 
lies objected because they could not see the unit. Although they may have boggled 
at the rent or the lack of transportation, they felt if they could have seen the 
unit they might have accepted the offer despite their doubts. It would appear 
sound practice to show families the unit they are going to occupy or failing this, 
@ similar unit. It also suggests that the Authority set aside a demonstration 
unit where families not only may see the kind of unit they are getting, but how 


it might be furnished, 


To return to the main reason for refusal, it seems that public housing admin- 
istration should be aware of what the cost of moving is for families. Added to the 
cost mentioned before is the cost of furnishing the new home, It would appear 
that means should be devised to instruct the prospective tenant how this may be 
done reasonably. As well, extra costs such as the Security Deposit might be 


spread out over a period of time, 


Perhaps arrangements can be made with the local Hydro and Water Commissions 
to spread the cost of necessery deposits over a period of time, This would be 
helpful not only to families who must refuse because of the amount of the first 


payment, but to the families who do move in, 


The study interested itself in the reactions of these families towards public 
housing after they had refused accommodation. Interestingly enough, seventeen of 
these families, or 22.9% reapplied to the Authority for admission into public 
housing. Either these families were dissatisfied with the solution to their housing 


problems they found themselves, or else some misunderstanding had occurred at the 
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time the offer was made. This latter reason argues for a better explanation of 


how living in public housing will affect the family. 


The reactions of these familics towerds public housing even though they re~ 
fused accommodation were solicited on the same basis as the reactions of families 
who voluntarily left the projects, 

TABLE 


ATTITUDES TO PUBLIC HOUSING OF ALL FAMILIES WHO REFUSED 


Public Housing Public Housing Public Housing No Public No Comment 
Necessary on For Those Who Limited To Housing 
Large Scale Cannot Provide Families On 

For Themselves _Nelfare 


31 2h 9 7 3 
% 41.9 32.5 snes 9.4 5.0 


What should be noted is that 55 families or 74.4% of the total of respondents 
in this area supported an extensive programme of public housing. Only 16 families, 
or 21.6% of the total showed some dislike or were absolutely opposed. Their ex- 
perience did not mean that they felt public housing had no place in the housing 


programme in this country. 


In fact, the strong indic-tion of support coupled with the re-application of 
some of these familics, indicated that these f*milies might move into public housing 
if some of the circumstances were altered. Some of these cannot be effected by 
public housing policy but such things as the rent scale, payment of the Security 


Deposit, kind and size of project, should be studied to avoid refusals from families 


needing public housing. 
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CHAPTER VIII -— SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


4. 


Basic Premise 

The conclusions of this study which deal with the attitudes towards public 
housing of families who have moved out are affected by the move-out rate which 
exists in the projects under the administration of the Metropolitan Toronto 
Housing Authority. If it is considered that these move-out rates are greater 
than might ordinarily exist in the privete rental market, then the data takes 
on more Significance, Conversely, if the move-out rates are considered to 

be less than the normal private experience, then the data takes on lesser 
Significance. It should be clearly understood that the findings of this 

study are based essentially on interviews held with those families who heave 


left public housing communities in Metropolitan Toronto, 


Physical Accommodation and Environment 


It would appear, based on the evidence supplied by former tenants, that the 
public housing communities are essentially satisfactory places to live, at 
least as far as the majority of tenant families are concerned, It would also 
appear that the housing projects provide a reason=bly satisfactory environment 
for the majority of the families, 

The major satisfection which tends to keep the family in the public housing 
project centres around the physicel accommodation, As families are given 
housing to meet their requirements physical overcrowding seldom occurs, The 
larger units provide accommodation which literally cannot be found anywhere 
else in the lietropolitan Toronto area, The housing unit, particularly the 


house type, provides the families with their greatest single satisfaction. 


is) 


giigtvg ebaeot aobydigde wt dav Sab doit abate of it Yo ere 3008 
srikite adan guowowan oft yd bodostie ox- duo bsven vad om aie brie 
otgorelT gadifogotteM oft to. acgéers elainbe and nobau ede 
wasgeony ote eote1 Jxo-avar oeont dstd borebtancs at n oy | 
aoitat adab osit sort gtevian [etnat otevin od eek desu ete 
of betakiauos ete astet duoerver aid 2 saree +90 


outa 


7 7. 
teapel ao emlad séeb odd cont .oomoeitegxe oitaviep Lyertea ad andi seat od 


ie A 


add “to pgnttbnit and test beosethgu -yinsoios od figede IT svonsoi thie: * 
awed il eotfimst seorld détw Ofer ewolvistai go ulfeitasseo board ate Nout 


softptel med ifozordsl! at votetnen jane a + 
: 7 Y 


aig tedd .edasmet tamict wi botfaque sanebive aft ao beesd Taegan ade oe Co 
is , ail ot eposiq yrotocteiise vifetineses exe gatd Eeumerco ‘ehh eet 
sls ike JL boumoqco one gobfipe? dana Bo whhtotan odd en Tat en Oem 
Spomneris victorieides yidanoensa .« abivow edastorg yatevod olf dedd seqqs 
seoLlinet onl te yAtrobem od mo 
vertenen -piideg end at wiiect edt qoeot of abaed doldw molsocteisne sotem ant 
HOVER stp aot Eiest eA .weltasogoncs faotevrk sd boron eondaes aia ian 
SEP Rion mchiae aatbwotomeve Japiewt etdemextuest the? goom-od. sutbovod 
PeOIWRNS -Hawot od donpso wihetetit Molde aokishenmness ebivong etiow. -togzel ad 
avis agSieat eo bdeeng etiav griguod.ct sets -odaosol ‘metlioqgorseli sat ak veto 


waciinratise otigsthe teotsoma tpi’ ldiw eal! be? ott -eekbvoag 2oqyt sevod 


36 


he 


Facilities for Children at Projects 

This study indicates little dissatisfaction with the facilities provided for 
children in the housing projects. What was indicated, however, was the pro— 
jects which are densely child populated produce an irritation with the children 
in the project. The tenant apparently feels that he is unable to get aay from 
the children, This probably accounts for the action teken on the part of the 
Tenants' Association in both projects to get community centres with child 


oriented programmes, 


This unconscious reaction to the large number of children seems a clear in- 
dication that projects in the future should not attempt to congregate large 
numbers of large units in one site as in South Regent Park, A larger pro- 


portion of houses to apertments seems necessary, 


Attitude Towards Management 


Perhaps it will be surprising, at least to those who administer public housing, 
that there is a very positive fecling towards the public housing experience 

of those families who have moved out. Only a very small percentage of this 
group felt that no housing should be supplied for other families in similar 
circumstances. More than 90% of the families interviewed felt thet some pro- 
gramme of public housing is necessary, The majority of families felt that 


they had been helped, at least financially, by their public housing experience, 


The Housing Authority has for a long time felt that perhaps it interfered too 
much in the lives of its tenants, This study does not bear out this feeling 


at all, in fact, there was little expressed dissatisfaction with the control 
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exerted by the Housing Authority. On the contrary, these families indicated 
that there was too little control exercised over other families in the com 
munity. This group felt that the behaviour of the neighbours should be more 
strictly supervised. In this latter reaction, however, the expression was by 
a minority of former residents, 

Mobility of Public Housing Families 

The annual move-out rate for a family in projects under administration is ap 
proximately 14%, Such rates are found to be less than that which obtains 
generally in the private rmtal market in Canada. More significantly probably 
is that such rates are less then the move-out rates in public housing in the 


United States which went as high as 28 in 1954, 


While satisfaction with public hceusing living is possibly the major reason why 
families stay, it is also likely that the mobility is somewhat restricted by 
the lack of an alternative choice, The private housing market has been unable 
to provide this alternative. In order to assess the importance of this lack 
of an alternative, the satisfactions and dissatisfactions of families remaining 
in public housing might be studied to determine why they remain in public 
housing. This might possibly be the next study carried out by the Metropolitan 


Toronto Housing Authority. 


Social Welfare Considerations 

One rather disconcerting fact appears in this study which seems to suggest 
further action bv the Housing Authority. This is the fact that the evicted 
families are substantially the kind of families who should be helped by the 


public housing programme, They are large families with low incomes containing 
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both parents. For some reason they have not been able to adjust to living in 
their new environmat. Because these families are probably "troubled" or 
"problem" families, although they represent a very small percentage of the 
public housing populetion, it is possible that they require more time and at- 
tention than has been given to them up to the present. It would also suggest 
that greater efforts to rehsbilitate these families are necessary. Co-operation 


with all essential Welfare Agencies should be established so that greater sup- 


port and assistance can be provided, 


Rental Scele 

In theory the fact that rent is geared to ability to pay should provide a 
source of satisfaction. The fact thet the monthly rent fits the family's in- 
come as that income fluctuates has been thought by many experts rm provide 

the families with an excellent form of social and economic security which other 


families do not have, Im theory, therefore, this should be a major source of 


satisfaction. In practice this expectation is not realized, Generally speaking, 


there was dissatisfaction expressed on the prt of the move-out families with 
the rental scale. This might have been expected in the upper income ranges 
where the nenalty rent charged in public housing applies, However, many fami- 
lies with very low incomes felt that the rents were too high. This feeling is 
brought about largely from the establishment of minimum rents, which means 


that many families are paying too high a proportion of their income in rent. 


The real dissatisfection with the rental scale shows up in those families who 
refused public housins. They felt that the rents asked by the Authority were 
not low rental, In fact, when the other move-in charges were added to the 


first month's rent many families could not afford to move into public housing, 
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This stated dissatisfaction on the part of move-out families and refusal fami- 
lies indicates that the rental scale does not wholly perform its function cer- 
tainly °s it affects the families on verv low incomes, Indications are that 
the establishment of 2 new scale, updated to family expenditures of the present 
time, is an absolute necessity, Such a scale if devised should be based upon 


a dynamic situation and changed on review periodically rather than haphazerdly. 


High-Rise Buildings 


This study does not produce damaging evidence against high-rise apartments 
within itself. In fact dissatisfection with living in elevator buildings is 
not expressed to any great extent. The move-out rate from the walk-up apart— 
mente in Lawrence Heights is greater than in South Regent Park, This can be 
accounted for by the fact that 1 and 2-bedroom families in Lawrence Heights 
find it easier to move out than the 3-bedroom families in South Regent Park. 
Although high-rise buildings seein to provide greater management and maintenance 
costs to the administration, the excellent physical layout of the actual dwel- 
Ling unit appears to outweigh all problems in the minds of the tenants. It 
should be noted that this evidence is besed on families who have moved out 


and not families who continue to live in the projects. 


Social Stigma 


In general, while there was some dissatisfaction expressed with a veriety of 
social factors these did not seem as great as might be expressed by families 
who voluntarily moved out of public housing. The social factors do not seem 
to affect the move-out rate to the same degree as the rent and lack of adeaouate 


shopping and transportation facilities. Although there was a slight feeling 
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of stigma attached to public housing it did not seem to manifest itself in 
many families, In fect, it is prob?ble that the social reactions expressed 
by these families are no grester than those that might apply in any neighbour— 


hood, 


Reasons for Refusal 
In descending of importance families in apparent need of housing refused for 


the following reasons:-— 


(i) Rent too high 

A) Lack of transportation and other facilities 

(3) Feeling of social stigma. 

(1) rong type of dwelling i.e. apartment instead of house 
(5) Rules and regulations 

(6) Personal and family reasons 

(7) Condition of unit offered 


It is interesting to note that the first two reasons were far and away the 


most important accounting for nearly 60% of all reasons given, 
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